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ABSTRACT

Broustovetskaia, Alexandra. Ph.D., Purdue University, August, 2015. The Role of
Bicultural Self-Efficacy and Cognitive-Affective Factors on Psychological Well-Being.
Major Professor: Ayse Ciftci

Due to increasing number of immigrant and international students, examining factors that
contribute to this population’s well-being is of outmost importance. The purpose of this
study is to examine the role of bicultural self-efficacy in the relationship between
cognitive-affective factors of emotional intelligence (EI) and ambiguity tolerance (AT)
and psychological well-being. Immigrant and international students (N = 176) completed
measures of Bicultural Self-Efficacy Scale (BSES; David, Okazaki, & Saw, 2009), TraitMeta Mood Scale (TMMS; Salovey, Mayer, Goldman, Turvey, & Palfai, 1995), Multiple
Stimulus Types Ambiguity Tolerance Scale-II (MSTAT-II; McLain, 2009), and
Psychological Well-Being Scale (PWBS; Ryff, 1989). The following hypotheses were
tested: (a) EI, AT, and bicultural self-efficacy will uniquely and positively contribute to
psychological well-being; (b) the association between EI, AT, and psychological wellbeing will be moderated by bicultural self-efficacy. The results revealed that bicultural
self-efficacy and cognitive-affective factors were uniquely and positively associated with
psychological well-being. Furthermore, bicultural self-efficacy did not moderate the
relationship between cognitive-affective factors and psychological well-being.
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Implications for practice regarding working with immigrant and international college
student populations are presented. Limitations of the study along with future directions
for research are also highlighted.
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION

The influence of globalization has significantly affected immigration and
international relocation. Based on 2010’s American Community Survey (ACS), 13% of
the overall U.S. population is foreign born (Grieco & Trevelyan, 2010) and international
students make up 3.5% of the U.S. higher education population. International student
enrollment in the U.S. has been increasing over the years, from 2011 to 2012 the
enrollment increased by 5.7% (Institute of International Education, 2010; Institute of
International Education, 2012). At Purdue University (PU), international students
comprise 22.4% of the total student population and every year the number of incoming
international students at PU steadily continues to increase by at least 1% (International
Students & Scholars, 2012). Furthermore, in 2012, 21% of children were born to at least
one foreign-born parent (Federal Interagency Forum on Child & Family Statistics, 2013).
It is projected that by 2050, the number of immigrants will comprise almost half of the
U.S. population (U.S. Department of Commerce, 1999).
When immigrants and international students relocate to the U.S., they experience
a number of psychosocial changes and adjustments. The cultural adaptation process can
influence immigrants’ overall functioning and psychological well-being (Berry, 1997).
For some, learning to adapt and function within the mainstream and heritage cultures can

	
  

2	
  
be a significant challenge that can lead to negative mental health outcomes. However,
there may be internal factors that help to navigate between heritage and mainstream
cultures. This study examines the role of bicultural self-efficacy in the relationship
between emotional intelligence, ambiguity tolerance, and psychological well-being
among immigrant and international students.
In this study, immigrants are defined broadly and include international students.
First generation immigrants are defined as those born outside of the U.S. and who moved
to the U.S. at age 15 or older. Generation 1.5 includes those individuals who relocated to
the U.S. during early childhood or middle childhood (e.g., 6-14 years old). Second
generation immigrants are those born in the U.S. and raised by at least one foreign-born
parent (Rumbaut, 2004) or those who moved to the U.S. as a young child (e.g., 6 years
old or younger). Although second generation individuals are born within the mainstream
culture most of the time, they are socialized within the heritage culture of their parents at
home. In this study, international students are also included. Although international
students come to the U.S. for temporary reasons to obtain an education,	
  they often meet
and interact with members of their heritage and host cultures. Therefore, international
students also undergo the process of cultural adaptation and have to function within two
cultures. International students must adapt to the educational system, learn and navigate
aspects of the daily living, adjust to the socio-cultural environment, and manage
psychological stressors (Tseng & Newton, 2002). Thus, both immigrants and
international students are expected to adapt, reconcile cultural differences, and navigate
between their heritage and mainstream cultures (Portes & Rumbaut, 2001). 	
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As a result of relocation and contact with the mainstream culture, immigrants and
international students undergo acculturation, a process of cultural adaptation involving
both behavioral and psychological changes (Berry, 1980; 1997). One of the most wellknown models of acculturation is based on John Berry’s (1980) framework that produces
four different acculturation strategies (i.e., assimilation, separation, marginalization,
integration). The framework’s underlying assumption is that assimilation, separation, and
marginalization strategies require an individual to relinquish association either with the
heritage or the mainstream culture (Berry, 1997). However, integration strategy facilitates
maintenance of social ties with the heritage culture while also increasing affiliation with
the mainstream culture.
Although immigrants and international students who engage in the integration
strategy typically report more positive psychological outcomes (Berry, Phinney, Sam, &
Vedder, 2006), some may still experience many challenges. For instance, internal tension
and social strain when attempting to maintain ties with two potentially incompatible
cultural systems can result in social alienation (Vivero & Jenkins, 1999) and identity
confusion (Bryant & LaFromboise, 2005; Haritatos & Benet-Martinez, 2002). In
addition, attempting to navigate social pressures and live up to different cultural norms
and standards may result in feelings of rejection from both mainstream and heritage
cultures (Castillo, Cano, Chen, Blucker, & Olds, 2008). Thus, it is important to identify
factors and competencies that may help immigrants develop and maintain satisfying
relationships with members of both cultures.
LaFromboise, Coleman, and Gerton (1993) presented an alternation model of
biculturalism, which is an elaboration on Berry’s integration strategy. This model
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emphasizes development of bicultural competence, which includes six different domains
(e.g., knowledge of cultural beliefs and values, positive attitudes toward both heritage and
mainstream cultures, bicultural efficacy, effective communication, role repertoire, social
groundedness). The authors posit that bicultural competence can be developed through
maintenance of positive relationships with both cultures and tailoring behaviors based on
the cultural context. The model highlights that access to resources from both cultures can
help immigrants better cope with stress and anxiety associated with functioning within
mainstream and heritage cultures (Rashid, 1984). Thus, developing bicultural competence
can lead to more successful functioning in both cultures and increase positive mental
health outcomes for immigrants (Berry, 1997; Phinney, Horenczyk, Liebkind, & Vedder,
2001; Ward & Kennedy, 1994).
In order to develop abilities in the six domains of bicultural competence,
immigrants may need to first believe in their ability to be successful in these domains.
Based on self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1977), beliefs about one’s ability in different
contexts affect actions and subsequent outcomes. Applied to immigrants and international
students, bicultural self-efficacy involves perceived ability to navigate and maintain
positive relationships with members of both cultures (David, Okazaki, & Saw, 2009).
Immigrants with low bicultural self-efficacy may not perceive themselves as being very
effective within different cultural contexts and avoid participating in the mainstream or
heritage cultural practices. Having beliefs about one’s ability to successfully navigate
heritage and mainstream cultures can contribute to the actual bicultural competency and
subsequently increase psychological well-being (David, Okazaki, & Saw, 2009;
LaFromboise, Coleman, & Gerton, 1993).
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Some immigrants may experience better outcomes and adjustment to cultural
navigation due to presence of cognitive-affective factors. These factors may influence
how an immigrant perceives stressful cultural situations (e.g., as something to avoid or
approach) and regulates negative affect. Cognitive-affective factors may be important in
aiding successful functioning during times of uncertainty and stress. This study focuses
on emotional intelligence (i.e., ability to reflect on and use emotional knowledge) and
ambiguity tolerance (i.e., comfort with the unknown) as cognitive-affective factors that
may facilitate cultural navigation and adaptation. Whereas, emotional intelligence can
contribute to emotional stability and development of support networks (Smokowski &
Bacallao, 2007), ambiguity tolerance may influence one’s ability to cope with cultural
changes (Judge, Thoresen, Pucki, & Wellbourne, 1999). Immigrants who possess
ambiguity tolerance are likely to be motivated to approach unfamiliar environments,
willing to interact and learn a new language, feel comfortable adjusting behavior
depending on cultural cues, and use flexible thinking to cope with stressors. Being
comfortable with ambiguity can also lead to less rigid attitudes about different
experiences, values, and members of culturally different groups, thus, helping with
development of social relations within both cultures.
These cognitive-affective factors may be important because cultural adaptation
and navigation requires openness to uncomfortable and uncertain situations. In turn,
cultural transitions can elicit and amplify negative affect, which in combination with low
ambiguity tolerance could lead to maladaptive coping and poor functioning. Discerning
and managing negative emotional states in response to change and cultural adaptation can
help immigrants and international students direct personal resources towards adaptive

	
  

6	
  
behaviors leading to better well-being. Therefore, in this study, I propose that both
emotional intelligence and ambiguity tolerance will be positively related to bicultural
self-efficacy (i.e., perceived ability to function and maintain social connection with two
different cultures) and psychological well-being.
Statement of Purpose
The purpose of this study is to examine the role of bicultural self-efficacy in the
relationship between emotional intelligence, ambiguity tolerance, and psychological wellbeing among immigrants and international students. In other words, the relationship
between cognitive-affective factors and psychological well-being is expected to be
moderated by bicultural self-efficacy. No study to date has examined the role of proposed
cognitive-affective factors and bicultural self-efficacy on psychological well-being of
immigrants and international students. I hypothesize that with higher bicultural selfefficacy, immigrants and international students are likely to behave in more adaptive
ways (e.g., seek out diverse social networks, participate in aspects of both cultures).
These behaviors and perceived bicultural ability could further enhance students’
effectiveness in navigating the demands of both cultures, which could consequently
increase their psychological well-being.
Importance of the Study
Investigating the relationship between cognitive-affective factors (e.g., emotional
intelligence, ambiguity tolerance), psychological well-being, and the role of bicultural
self-efficacy on the proposed relationship is significant for a number of reasons. First,
with the increasing immigration in the U.S., mental health of immigrant and international
college students will continue to be an important concern for educators, counselors, and

	
  

7	
  
policy makers. Studies show that international students and first generation immigrants
prefer to use family and friends when coping with challenges (Abe-Kim, Takeuchi, &
Hwang, 2002; Heggins & Jackson, 2003). Given that immigrant and international
students may not readily seek out traditional counseling services, examining factors that
influence psychological well-being of this population is timely (Yoon & Portman, 2004).	
  
By offering preventative services, establishing mentoring programs and skills groups,
clinicians may offer additional support and encourage students’ bicultural self-efficacy. 	
  
Second, bicultural self-efficacy and competencies can be assets in negotiating
cultural differences in the work settings and interpersonal relations. Immigrants with
bicultural competencies possess skills, such as bilingualism and intercultural sensitivity,
which can be crucial during intercultural conflicts and communication (Nguyen & BenetMartínez, 2007). These cultural skills can be used for successful navigation of an
increasingly complex, globalized society. In other words, focusing on increasing
bicultural self-efficacy can promote work and academic functioning for immigrant and
international individuals.
Third, this study can also inform future researchers who are interested in
exploring biculturalism and policy makers who could advocate for multicultural practices
in the institutions of higher education and the society. Such advocacy could stimulate
creation of social services (e.g., translation services, immersion courses, information
about cultural practices) that can be helpful in facilitating biculturalism among immigrant
and international students in a welcoming environment (Schwartz, Montgomery, &
Briones, 2006).
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Fourth, counseling interventions and outreach activities may be used and
developed to increase bicultural self-efficacy and potentially facilitate development of
bicultural competence. As a result of increased understanding of cognitive-affective
factors (i.e., emotional intelligence, ambiguity tolerance), mental health practitioners may
be able to expand individuals’ behavioral responses to environmental pressures, help
manage and modify affect, and increase effective ability to function in different cultural
settings (No, Wan, Chao, Rosner, & Hong, 2011). Thus, mental health practitioners will
be able to tailor interventions based on the cultural needs of immigrant and international
populations.
Relevance to Counseling Psychology
Counseling psychology has been unified based on five themes that highlight key
aspects of the profession. Gelso and Fretz (2001) presented these themes as a way to
synthesize and bring together the diverse activities of counseling psychologists. The three
most relevant themes that fit with this study focus on assets and strengths, personenvironment interaction, and diversity.
First, counseling psychologists focus on clients’ strengths and abilities. Such
emphasis highlights clients’ resources, which can be used to alleviate distress and
difficulties in functioning. For immigrants and international students, emotional
intelligence, ambiguity tolerance, and bicultural self-efficacy can be construed as an asset
that may help development of actual bicultural competencies and consequently
psychological well-being. By facilitating bicultural competence, clinicians may also tap
into other psychological assets that allow immigrants to flexibly navigate social contexts.
From this perspective, by having to navigate between heritage and mainstream cultures,
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immigrants can build upon additional strengths, such as intercultural sensitivity and
cognitive complexity (Benet-Martínez, Lee, & Leu, 2006).
Second, the person-environment interaction theme emphasizes understanding how
individual and environmental factors reciprocally influence each other. Consideration of
internal and external factors contributes to counseling psychologists’ tailored
conceptualizations and interventions. This theme is relevant to the study as a framework
for understanding bicultural competency. In order to develop bicultural competency,
immigrants and international students have to interact and learn to navigate between
different cultural environments. Environmental factors (e.g., discrimination) can affect
the nature of immigrant and international students’ interactions with the mainstream
culture and influence well-being (Torres, Driscoll, & Voell, 2012), while internal
resources (e.g., emotional intelligence, ambiguity tolerance, bicultural self-efficacy) may
help with adaptation.
Third, counseling psychologists focus on individual and cultural diversity to
better serve underrepresented populations (Meara & Myers, 1999). The emphasis on
diversity is also relevant to the current study. The study directly examines proposed
cognitive-affective factors of emotional intelligence and ambiguity tolerance among a
diverse sample of immigrant and international students. The heterogeneity of the sample
will allow for group comparisons and may help counseling psychologists develop
interventions that better serve diverse populations (Heppner, Casas, Carter, & Stone,
2000). Therefore, this study aims to expand the knowledge base specifically related to the
cultural experiences of immigrant and international students. The findings from this study

	
  

10	
  
could also inform clinical interventions that focus on bicultural self-efficacy in order to
prevent difficulties with adjustment and subsequent negative mental health outcomes.
In their work, counseling psychologists usually take on various professional roles,
based on the setting and the needs of a population (e.g., remedial, preventative, psychoeducational). The roles most relevant to this study are prevention and psycho-education
(Gelso & Fretz, 2001). These roles focus on anticipating and circumventing difficulties
and fostering growth. Based on the findings from this study, clinicians could develop and
offer psycho-educational workshops geared toward immigrants and international
students. Some of the workshops and presentations may educate and encourage contact
and navigation between both the mainstream and heritage cultures. By teaching skills
within the behavioral domains of bicultural competence (e.g., behavioral repertoire,
language proficiency), clinicians could help prevent intercultural miscommunications and
social difficulties.
When engaging in various clinical and research activities, counseling
psychologists work to integrate theory and practice based on the scientist-practitioner
model (Belar & Perry, 1992; Gelso & Fretz, 2001). Initially, I developed research ideas
and questions based on the clinical work with children of immigrants and international
students. Informed by the scientist-practitioner training model, I used hypotheses and
theory to link research and practice (Gelso & Fretz, 2001). From this perspective,
alternation theory of biculturalism and research related to cultural adaptation can inform
clinical practice with diverse immigrants. Alternation theory of biculturalism can add to a
more nuanced conceptualization of issues and challenges that immigrants face when
navigating mainstream and heritage worlds (LaFromboise et al., 1993). In addition, the
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findings from this study can enrich interventions specific to immigrants such that
bicultural self-efficacy may be one of the potential points of intervention.
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CHAPTER 2 LITERATURE REVIEW

In this chapter, I will first discuss immigrant and international college student
experiences, then introduce cultural adaptation models, and present the alternation model
of biculturalism with the focus on bicultural self-efficacy. Next, I will focus on cognitiveaffective factors of emotional intelligence and ambiguity tolerance and their proposed
relationship to psychological well-being and bicultural self-efficacy among immigrants. I
will discuss the outcome of psychological well-being from the eudaimonic perspective.
Lastly, I will provide a research summary, research questions, and hypotheses.
College Experiences of Immigrant and International College Students
College is a time of transition and adaptation. For many college students
difficulties with changes and adjustment can lead to decreased psychological well-being
(Castilo & Schwartz, 2013). Although all college students undergo transitions and may at
some point experience difficulties, immigrant and international students have unique
concerns and experiences as they navigate two different cultural contexts and adapt to the
university environment. The two student groups have certain differences and similarities
as they undergo adaptation. In the following section, I will further discuss these
distinctions and similarities.
As international students come to the U.S., they undergo many transitions
associated with adjusting to a new physical and cultural environment. The changes that
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follow relocation to a new country include adjusting to general living (e.g., issues related
to housing, transportation), academic adaptation to the new educational systems,
sociocultural (e.g., learning new norms, experiences with discrimination), and
psychological such as struggles with identity and homesickness (Kim, 2012). Although
international students hold a “sojourner” status, which implies a temporary residence,
some international students may decide to remain in the Unites States (Arthur, & Flynn,
2011). Thus, their adjustment experiences may further overlap with those of immigrant
students.
Challenges associated with sociocultural and psychological adjustment may have
a different emphasis and meaning for international and immigrant students. However,
both students groups undergo a similar process of navigating their lives within two
cultures. Difficulties within any of the areas associated with intercultural transitions may
increase anxiety and negatively affect psychological well-being of both international and
immigrant students (Tseng & Newton, 2002).
Although there are distinctions between the two groups of students, there are
many similarities in the process of adjustment to the cultural and university transitions.
First generation immigrants or those who recently arrived to the U.S. are likely to
experience similar adjustment concerns as international students. They may experience
daily hassles and stressors with adjusting to a new cultural and university environment
(Lay & Nguyen, 1998). Immigrant students who are more familiar with the mainstream
culture may struggle less with issues of general living; however, they may have similar
experiences of sociocultural and psychological adjustment as they learn to modify their
behaviors and navigate value discrepancies (Phinney, Ong, & Madden, 2000).
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Generational conflict and pressures to fit into two cultural worlds may also be
particularly salient for immigrant students (Rosenthal, 1984).
For both immigrant and international students’ quality and quantity of interaction
with host and heritage cultures and attitudes about the mainstream and heritage cultures
can influence extent of adaptation and overall well-being. Both groups may undergo reexamination of identity issues, as they attempt to balance their lives and interactions with
different cultures. In addition, ability to develop social support networks in both cultures,
interact flexibly with others, and maintain emotional stability in times of uncertainty may
contribute to both university and cultural adaptation. This study will examine the two
groups of students together because both immigrant and international students undergo
the process of cultural adaptation and have to navigate the demands and differences of
heritage and mainstream cultures.
Cultural Adaptation Models
There are a number of perspectives that describe the process of cultural
adaptation, such as Berry’s (1980, 1990) model of acculturation. Historically, immigrants
and children of immigrants were expected to shed heritage cultural identities and fully
adopt the identity and behaviors of the mainstream culture (Park, 1928). This unilinear
and unidirectional process described earlier models of assimilation or the idea of the
“melting pot” (Gordon, 1964). These models emphasized a stronger orientation toward
the mainstream culture at the expense of a diminished relationship and orientation to the
heritage culture (Stonequist, 1964). However, earlier waves of immigrants from Northern
Europe were able to more easily blend into the host culture due to their physical and
cultural similarity to the mainstream culture. Over time, changing immigration laws
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influenced the influx of immigrants from all over the world. Thus, more diverse
immigrant groups from Eastern and Southern Asia, Central and South America relocated
to the U.S. (Schwartz et al., 2013). It became apparent that the assimilation theory was
insufficient in describing cultural adaptation of immigrants from different ethnic and
cultural backgrounds. For these immigrants, shedding their ethnic cultural identities was
associated with a sense of loss and made assimilation more challenging (Domínguez, &
Maya-Jariego, 2008). Furthermore, when primarily seeking acceptance and interaction
with members of the mainstream culture, immigrants experienced a number of negative
outcomes, including a sense of rejection from both cultures, potential loss of support and
resources from the heritage cultures, and increased stress and anxiety (Castillo, Cano,
Chen, Blucker, & Olds, 2008; LaFromboise, Coleman, & Gerton, 1993). Therefore, due
to increasing diversity of immigrant groups, there was a necessity to shift away from
unilateral assimilation theories.
Berry (1974; 1980; 1990; 1997) proposed a process of cultural adaptation that is
bidirectional and more complex than the previous models of assimilation. For the past
couple of decades Berry (1997)’s model of acculturation has been more accepted in the
cross-cultural adaptation research. Based on his framework, immigrants’ acculturation
has two dimensions, which reflect relationship with the home and heritage cultures.
These attitudes influence the extent of intercultural contact and heritage culture
maintenance and result in four acculturation strategies. The first strategy of separation
suggests that immigrants would identify more strongly with their heritage culture and
have a weaker association with the mainstream culture. The second strategy of
assimilation refers to a stronger association with the mainstream culture and a weaker
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identification with the heritage culture. The third strategy of marginalization describes
individuals who do not have a strong identification with either the mainstream or the
heritage culture. Lastly, the fourth strategy of integration involves strong identification
with both the mainstream and heritage cultures. 	
  
The integration strategy has been associated with positive outcomes in relation to
psychological and cross-cultural adaptation (Tsai, Ying, & Lee, 2000; Ward & Kenny,
1994). Immigrants who are involved with both heritage and mainstream cultures tend to
have higher life satisfaction, self-esteem, and overall sociocultural adjustment (Berry,
Phinney, Sam, & Vedder, 2006; Berry & Sam, 1997; Schwartz et al., 2013) Immigrants
who adopt the integration strategy attempt to maintain ties and identify with both
mainstream and heritage cultures, which may explain their positive psychological
outcomes. Consequently, these individuals are more likely to develop necessary
competencies for functioning and flourishing in both cultures. However, even when
adopting the integration strategy, immigrants may face difficulties in navigating the
demands of mainstream and heritage worlds. Difficulties resolving challenges in meeting
demands of two different cultures can lead to decreased functioning and psychological
well-being.
Immigrants may experience internal tension and social strain when attempting to
maintain ties with two potentially incompatible cultural systems (Haritatos & BenetMartinez, 2002). Attempting to navigate social pressures and live up to different cultural
norms and standards may result in feelings of social alienation (Vivero & Jenkins, 1999),
identity confusion (Bryant & LaFromboise, 2005), and cultural inauthenticity (Hong,
Morris, Chiu, & Benet-Martinez, 2000). These challenges can lead to acculturative stress,
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which may result from difficulties to adapt to the mainstream culture (Thomas, 1995).
Additional challenges associated with acculturative stress (e.g., limited social support,
language proficiency, interpersonal conflict) can undermine immigrants’ endorsement of
the integration strategy (Leong & Ward, 2000). Developing abilities to engage in
appropriate cultural behaviors and maintain satisfying relationships with members of both
cultures can be an important goal for promoting psychological well-being. Although the
integration strategy broadly describes the adaptation process when involvement with both
cultures is valued, this framework does not identify skills or competencies that may help
with functioning in two different cultures. In other words, the integration strategy
overlooks specific competencies an immigrant may need to successfully navigate the
demands of mainstream and heritage cultures. 	
  
Alternation Model of Biculturalism
The alternation model of biculturalism can be considered as an extension of the
integration strategy. This model of biculturalism emphasizes an individual’s ability and
competence in modifying behaviors depending on the context and the social demands
(LaFromboise, Coleman, & Gerton, 1993). The model assumes it is possible to have a
sense of belonging within both cultures while maintaining one’s coherent cultural
identity. Drawing from the code-switching theories of bilingualism (Chen, BenetMartinez, & Bond, 2008), alternation model of biculturalism involves ability and
competence to effectively alter one’s behavior based on the contextual signals and the
knowledge of both cultures (Saville-Troike, 1981). For instance, some Asian-American
individuals are able to switch between cultural references depending on cultural saliency
(Hong, Morris, Chiu, & Benet-Martinez, 2000). In other words, the knowledge of both
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cultures shapes interpretations and serves as a cultural lens that becomes activated in the
presence of cultural cues. Such cultural frame switching and alternation of behavior
based on the demands of the context may facilitate a sense of belonging by helping build
relationships within different cultural settings.
Based on the alternation model of biculturalism, individuals can maintain a sense
of connection with both cultures without needing to prefer one culture over the other.
There is a level of autonomy with affiliating with either heritage or mainstream culture,
which may protect against a sense of isolation. Depending on the demands of the social
and cultural context, immigrants may develop skills and competencies to flexibly alter
their communication and relational behaviors (Ramirez, 1984). LaFromboise and
colleagues (1993) hypothesized that such flexibility of behavior without compromising
one’s identity could be associated with decreased stress, anxiety, and psychological wellbeing. Thus, LaFromboise et al. (1993) proposed that bicultural competence could be
“key to psychological well-being” (p. 402). From the framework of alternation, bicultural
competencies may help immigrants in navigating and successfully functioning within two
cultural contexts with minimal distress.
Through an extensive literature review, LaFromboise and colleagues (1993)
identified six competency domains that may be helpful in effective functioning within
two cultures: (a) knowledge of cultural beliefs and values, (b) positive attitudes toward
both heritage and mainstream cultures, (c) bicultural efficacy, (d) effective
communication, (e) role repertoire, and (f) social groundedness. First, knowledge of
cultural beliefs and values refers to awareness of history, everyday cultural practices, and
acceptance of the worldview of a specific culture. Second, positive attitudes toward both
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heritage and mainstream culture indicate favorable attitudes regarding both cultures.
Having a positive attitude can further facilitate the quality of intercultural interactions.
Third, bicultural efficacy relates to belief in ability to function in both cultures. Fourth,
effective communication domain involves ability to communicate appropriately within
different cultures. Fifth, role repertoire consists of having a range of culturally
appropriate behaviors, such as being aware of how to demonstrate respect within
different contexts. Lastly, the sixth domain of social groundedness refers to having skills
necessary to develop and maintain positive social support networks. LaFromboise and
colleagues (1993) hypothesized that these different domains are interrelated and
bicultural self-efficacy will be related to the overall bicultural competencies. In addition,
a positive attitude toward other cultures may be necessary for a positive intercultural
contact. From exposure to both mainstream and heritage cultures, immigrants can acquire
knowledge of both cultures, which will contribute to bicultural self-efficacy beliefs.
These beliefs will further encourage interaction and help development of communication
abilities and role repertoire. By developing and increasing bicultural self-efficacy and
behavioral aspects of bicultural competence, individuals are likely to be more effective at
managing support systems and feel “socially grounded.”
Bicultural self-efficacy appears to be an important factor in developing bicultural
competence. However, the construct has not been studied until recent years due to lack of
a reliable instrument. David, Okazaki, and Saw (2009) conducted two studies with Asian
American, Latino/a, African American, and multiracial immigrants to assess exploratory
and confirmatory factor analyses of LaFromboise et al.’s (1993) bicultural competence
construct. The results from these two studies yielded in a six-factor model that draw from
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the dimensions of bicultural competence and measure bicultural self-efficacy. In the third
study, the authors assessed test-retest reliability and found stability in the instruments’
over a 2-week period. To validate the measure, David, Okazaki and Saw (2009)
examined the relationships between bicultural self-efficacy and various measures of
mental health (e.g., mood, anxiety symptoms) in a sample of 286 ethnic minority and
bicultural undergraduate students. The results revealed a negative association between
bicultural self-efficacy, anxiety, and depressive symptoms. In other words, as students’
bicultural self-efficacy increased, their anxiety and depressive symptoms decreased. In
addition, these studies demonstrated a positive association between bicultural selfefficacy and collective self-esteem and enculturation (David, Okazaki, & Saw, 2009).
The findings contributed to development of a bicultural self-efficacy measure and
demonstrated an association between higher bicultural self-efficacy and life satisfaction,
which is one of the markers of psychological well-being.
In another study, Wei, Liao, Chao, Mallinckrodt, Tsai, and Botello-Zamarron
(2010) examined whether perceived bicultural self-efficacy moderated the relationship
between depressive symptoms and minority stress in a sample of ethnic minority
undergraduate college students (e.g., Asian American, African American, Latino/a
American). The authors found that bicultural self-efficacy buffers against depressive
symptoms associated with ethnic minority stress. Based on their findings, higher levels of
bicultural self-efficacy may provide a coping resource for dealing with minority stress. In
a different study, Broustovetskaia and Ciftci (2011) found that bicultural self-efficacy
was also a significant predictor of institutional integration for ethnic minority
undergraduate students. Thus, research findings suggest that bicultural self-efficacy may
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be important for immigrants and international students. Although the context of the
cultural interactions and environment can play a role in developing bicultural
competence, presence of higher bicultural self-efficacy can be an important resource for
immigrants and international students. Specifically, bicultural self-efficacy could be
salient for individuals who are particularly vulnerable to stressors associated with cultural
adaptation. The next section will present proposed cognitive-affective factors that relate
to coping with stressors associated with cultural adaptation and functioning in two
cultural contexts.
Cognitive-Affective Factors in Cultural Adaptation
In this section, I will present an overview of factors that affect cultural adaptation.
Next, I will provide information regarding two proposed cognitive-affective factors of
emotional intelligence and ambiguity tolerance. I will describe their conceptual
underpinnings, research related to each variable, and how these two variables may be
related to immigrants’ functioning in mainstream and heritage contexts.
Immigrants vary in their extent of successful cultural adaptation and ability to
maintain positive relationships with both mainstream and heritage cultures. The
variability can stem from a number of variables, such as innate personality traits and
more agency promoting, cognitive-affective factors. From The Big Five personality
theory (John, Donahue, & Kentle, 1991), researchers found a positive relationship
between openness to experience and sociocultural adjustment of international students in
New Zealand (Ward, Berno, & Main, 2002), and a negative relationship between
neuroticism and psychological adjustment among Chinese and Filipino immigrants
(Chen, Benet-Martínez, & Bond, 2008). Although broad personality domains tend to be
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fairly stable over time (Costa & McCrae, 1992; Goldberg, 1992), cognitive-affective
factors may be more modifiable through intervention. These factors and abilities may be
particularly relevant for immigrant and international students’ cultural adaptation and
functioning within two cultural contexts.
Previous research has identified specific cognitive and affective characteristics
that influence cultural adaptation. For instance, cognitive closure or desire to have clear
solutions over uncertainty has been positively associated with greater stress and negative
psychosocial adjustment of international students (Kashima & Loh, 2006). Cognitive
flexibility or willingness to adapt to situations has also been positively associated with
cultural adaptation of Asian-American university students (Kim, & Omizo, 2006).
Therefore, cognitive abilities that emphasize flexibility and openness to experiences
appear to be associated with more positive outcomes. In addition, emotion regulation, a
process that influences how emotions are experienced and expressed, has been related to
lower anxiety, depression (Gross, 2013), and positive cultural adaptation among
international students (Yoo, Matsumoto, & LeRoux, 2006). Cognitive and affective
variables may have a reciprocal influence on one another, such that a negative appraisal
of an event (i.e., ambiguity perceived as a threat) is likely to increase negative emotional
states. Due to increased negative emotionality, immigrants could experience challenges
with performing adaptive behaviors and have poor psychological functioning. Emotional
intelligence may be a cognitive-affective factor that aids emotion regulation, while
ambiguity tolerance facilitates openness and comfort with uncertainty during intercultural
contact. Therefore, in this study, I examine a link between cognitive-affective factors of
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emotional intelligence and ambiguity tolerance on immigrants and international students’
psychological well-being.
Emotional Intelligence
Individual’s thoughts and behaviors are guided by affective experiences (Isbell,
Lair, & Rovenpor, 2013) and the use of affective information is important in decisionmaking as well as overall coping. Over the years, there has been considerable focus on
emotional intelligence (EI) and how it relates to successful management of pressures and
of social and environmental demands (Bar-On, 2006). EI has been implicated in a variety
of situations, including personal and social demands of daily living (Goleman, 2005), and
EI is related to coping and adjustment (Schmidt & Andrykowski, 2004), with highly
emotionally intelligent individuals engaging in more adaptive behaviors. EI is usually
studied as an individual difference factor because individuals can differ in their ability to
identify and regulate affective experiences.
Salovey and Mayer (1990) presented one of the first definitions of emotional
intelligence. The authors conceptualized EI as: “a type of social intelligence that involves
the ability to monitor one’s own and others emotions, to discriminate among them, and to
use the information to guide one’s thinking and actions” (p. 189). Since the initial
definition, the study of the construct led to development of different theoretical models
that evolved over the years to provide a unique perspective. The two most well-known
models of EI are ability and mixed models (Joseph & Newman, 2010). The ability model
construes EI as a type of mental ability that overlaps with cognitive ability. As a mental
ability (Salovey & Mayer, 1990), EI is associated with using affective information to
navigate the social world. This model focuses on ability to use emotions as information
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for understanding self and others, and using one’s emotions to guide cognition. In
contrast, the mixed model focuses on EI as a set of social traits and tendencies (Bar-On,
1997; Petrides & Furnham, 2001). This model differs from the ability model because it
conceptualized EI from a personality framework and emphasizes emotional qualities of
the self (Petrides, Pita, & Kokkinaki, 2007). From the mixed model, EI may be conceived
as less likely to change. In this study, I conceptualize EI from the Salovey and Mayer’s
(1990) ability model because I am interested in potentially modifiable reflective
processes that may help regulate emotions and moods in the context of cultural
adaptation and navigation.
Based on the Salovey and Mayer (1990) ability model, individuals differ in their
process of perceiving and regulating emotions. Salovey, Mayer, Goldman, Turvey, and
Palfai (1995) identified three ability components of emotional intelligence: attention to
feeling (i.e., ability to notice and value one’s emotional states), clarity of emotions (i.e.,
ability to understand emotional states and how one feels), and repair (i.e., ability to repair
negative emotional experiences and restore positive emotional states). Individuals who do
not pay attention to their emotions will be less likely to understand and initiate activities
to clarify and repair their emotional states (e.g., using calming self-talk, distraction
activities). Thus, emotional intelligence evaluates attitudes toward emotional experiences
and individuals’ perception of their emotional abilities. From the ability perspective, EI
emphasizes perception of emotions, understanding, and management of emotions
especially in stressful or ambiguous situations (Fernandez-Berrocal & Extremera, 2006).
This ability may be particularly helpful for immigrants and international students in
facilitating positive mental health outcomes.
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Previous research shows an association between EI and higher levels of
psychological well-being (Salovey, Bedell, Detweiler, & Mayer, 1999). There are a
number of possible explanations for the underlying link between EI and well-being. First,
an aspect of emotional intelligence involves recognition of negative emotions, which
stimulates proactive coping and self-regulation. Through self-regulation activities,
individuals are able to lower distress and consequently increase well-being. Second,
individuals with higher EI are characterized by ability to direct actions and thoughts
toward enhancing and maintaining their overall well-being (Lazarus, 1991). Third,
possessing higher EI may facilitate development of social competence because EI equips
individuals with better self-regulation and ability to create positive affect. With higher EI,
it may be easier for individuals to establish support networks (Lopes, Salovey, & Strauss,
2003; Mayer, Caruso, & Salovey, 1999), which in turn can protect against symptoms of
anxiety, depression, and loneliness (Austin & Saklofske, 2010; Salovey, Bedell,
Detweiler, & Mayer, 2000). Therefore, emotional intelligence could be a salient
cognitive-affective factor for immigrants during times of distress and intercultural
navigation.
The process of adaptation and cultural navigation can be filled with uncertainties
and ambiguous situations and may be perceived as a stressful experience. Emotional
intelligence can be a cognitive-affective asset that helps individuals to better understand
their emotional states and use as information to guide emotional regulation during times
of distress (Ramos-Diaz, Fernandez-Berrocal, & Extremera, 2007). Individuals with high
EI are more likely to incorporate emotional information in a manner that assists with
decision-making, coping, and social interactions (Gohm & Clore, 2002). By easily
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identifying one’s emotional states, immigrants may spend less time on rumination
(Treynor, Gonzales, & Nolen-Hoeksema, 2003), and instead focus on either repairing
their mood or engaging in coping behaviors. In one study, Augusto-Landa and colleagues
(2011) found a positive relationship between emotional regulation and psychological
well-being among undergraduate women in Spain. In addition, Vergara, Smith, and Keele
(2010) found a positive association between higher levels of emotional intelligence,
flexible approach to change, and lower levels of acculturative stress in a sample of 216
international students in Thailand. These findings suggest that emotional intelligence and
willingness to experience uncertainty and difficulties associated with cultural adaptation
may be a significant factor in explaining well-being of immigrant and international
individuals. Together, the cognitive-affective factors of emotional intelligence and
ambiguity tolerance may constitute abilities that promote positive well-being during
intercultural navigation.
Ambiguity Tolerance
Ambiguity is everywhere. It is experienced in the day-to-day life and in more
complex interactions and conflicts. Societies and individuals all attempt to manage
uncertainties by creating predictability and structure. As a research concept, ambiguity
tolerance (AT) has been around for over 60 years. AT was first introduced by FrenkelBrunswick (1949) as a “general personality variable relevant to basic social orientation”
(p. 268) and was based on case study interviews. Since then the operationalization of the
construct has undergone a number of revisions.
Over the years, various classifications of the concept have been proposed. Budner
(1962) identified three categories involving ambiguity tolerance: (a) a novel situation in
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which there are no recognizable cues, (b) a multifaceted situation in which there are
numerous cues, and (c) an incongruous situation in which cues are dichotomous. Budner
(1962) viewed an ambiguous situation as one that is new, complex, or insoluable.
Budner’s (1962) classification and measure has been most commonly used in
management and organizational psychology and has influenced subsequent
conceptualizations of the construct (McLain, 1993).
The most recent conceptualization of the construct comes from McClain (1993)
and is based on original research by Budner (1962). McClain (1993) defined the construct
as an absence of information needed to understand a situation. He described an
ambiguous situation as one that “may be perceived as new, unfamiliar, unpredictable or
[may be] too complex to understand” (McClain, 1993, p. 184). McClain (1993, 2009)
argued ambiguity tolerance taps into perceptions when faced with an unfamiliar situation
and identifies one’s level of comfort in such situations.
Research concerning ambiguity tolerance has been dispersed, generating studies
in fields such as social psychology and education. During the late 1950’s and through
1970’s, much of the research focused on ambiguity tolerance as an individual factor in
relation to ethnocentrism (Block & Block, 1950; O’Connor, 1952), leadership preference,
and authoritarianism (Pawlicki & Almquist, 1973). Further research in the 1980’s
examined AT as positively related to more effective cross-cultural communication
(Nishida, 1985). In the 1990’s and 2000’s the construct became more central in
management studies in relation to complex decision-making and in perception of
situations (Endres, Chowdhury, Milner, 2009; Van Hook & Steele, 2002; Yurtsever,
2001; 2008). Drawing from Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984) work on coping, AT has also
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been researched in studies examining stress, coping behaviors, and posttraumatic growth
(Bayer, Lev-Wiesel, & Amir, 2007).
In terms of coping with stressful or challenging situations, AT was assumed to
affect individuals’ responses and ability to cope with the demands of the environment
(Lazarus, 1993; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; 1999). Lazarus and Folkman (1984) argued
that in the presence of a stressful event low ambiguity tolerance would intensify
perception of threat by creating a sense of helplessness and low control. Therefore, AT
may limit individuals’ responses, ability to cope with stressors, and decrease coping
resources (Lazarus, 1993; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; 1999). After experiencing a
stressor, an individual low in ambiguity tolerance may be likely to respond prematurely
or reactively and attempt to avoid ambiguous situations. Conversely, those who are high
in ambiguity tolerance are likely to perceive ambiguous situations as “desirable,
challenging, and interesting and neither deny nor distort complexity or incongruity”
(Furnham & Ribchester, 1995, p. 179).
There is empirical evidence that suggests presence of three types of reactions as
manifestations of ambiguity tolerance (Bhushan & Amal, 1986): (a) cognitive reactions
(i.e., tendency to perceive an ambiguous situation rigidly); (b) emotional reactions (i.e.,
expressions of uneasiness, discomfort, anger, anxiety in response to an ambiguous
situation); and (c) behavioral reactions (i.e., rejection or avoidance of an ambiguous
situations). Additional reactions may include delay or suppression of emotion (Budner,
1962). Individuals who are low in ambiguity tolerance may perceive an ambiguous
situation, such as adjusting to a new cultural environment, as a source of threat and may
respond with aversion aimed to decrease their discomfort (Brief & Aldag, 1976). As
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individuals experience stress and avoid perceived sources of anxiety, they are unable to
confront the situations or develop optimal problem solving. A reactive or stereotyped
way of behaving in response to an uncertain situation can affect learning and personal
growth (Stoycheva, 2003; Visser, 2003). Therefore, ambiguity tolerance is implicated in
cognitive, emotional, and behavioral responses, which could facilitate or potentially
hinder psychological well-being.
During the process of adapting and navigating the mainstream and heritage
cultures, an immigrant may experience discomfort and anxiety. When immigrants
relocate to the U.S. and are exposed to new beliefs and norms, facing ambiguity becomes
a common, daily experience. Navigating between two different cultures involves being
open to new knowledge and novel ways of behaving depending on the cultural context
(Stoycheva, 2003). Thus, ambiguity tolerance can be important for coping with change
and anxiety inherent in learning a new language, and in adjusting behaviors to norms and
values of the mainstream and heritage cultures.
At least some degree of ambiguity tolerance in situations with limited information
about how to behave, what is appropriate to say, and how one should present oneself may
be a resource for immigrants and international students. Immigrants and international
students with low ambiguity tolerance may be likely to engage in avoidance of
ambiguous situations in order to decrease anxiety. Subsequently, the avoidant behaviors
could lead to increased isolation and alienation. Thus, an immigrant or an international
student could miss out on opportunities that could facilitate learning, discredit previously
feared situations, and experience lower psychological well-being. For example, an
international student with low ambiguity tolerance may feel anxious about interacting
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with students from diverse backgrounds, choosing to avoid social events, and limiting
potential support networks. Low ambiguity tolerance may reflect the students’ low
confidence in ability to cope and manage ambiguous situations. However, an individual
with high ambiguity tolerance and bicultural self-efficacy may be likely to seek out
feedback and use information for coping and adjusting behaviors. Bicultural self-efficacy
may be particularly important for immigrants and international students with low
ambiguity tolerance when navigating the uncertain demands of heritage and mainstream
cultures.
Psychological Well-Being Overview
In this section, first, I present an overview of the literature on psychological wellbeing (PWB) based on Ryff’s (1989) theoretical framework. Second, I will provide a
literature on psychological well-being in relation to immigrants and cultural adaptation.
Lastly, I will discuss cognitive-affective factors of emotional intelligence and ambiguity
tolerance and their association with psychological well-being.
Ryff’s Theoretical Framework
Psychological well-being has been a central theme in the area of positive
psychology (Ryan & Deci, 2001; Ryff & Singer, 2008; Waterman, 2008). Well-being is
typically defined as optimal functioning, feeling happy, and satisfied with one’s life
across multiple domains (Lent, 2004). Literature has focused on two main types of wellbeing: subjective and psychological well-being. Subjective well-being (SWB) is usually
understood within the hedonistic tradition and refers to presence of mostly positive versus
negative emotions and a general contentment with one’s life (Diener, 2006). Conversely,
psychological well-being stems from the eudaimonic tradition and focuses on positive
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functioning due to a sense of fulfillment and growth (Lent, 2004).
In his literature review, Lent (2004) identified the eudaimonic approach as
historically more aligned with counseling psychology’s values of optimal functioning.
Eudaimonic approach, which is concerned with actualization of human potentials,
suggests that well-being includes more than just “happiness” and “feeling good” and is
related to personal growth (Waterman, 1993). Having more positive emotions and being
satisfied with one’s life does not automatically signify psychological well-being. In fact,
life satisfaction tends to be more externally driven and thus fluctuates. However, having
an internally driven sense of life purpose and strong social relationships may be more
central to well-being. Striving towards one’s goals and potential can also result in the
overall life satisfaction (from the hedonistic perspective). Thus, this study focuses on the
psychological well-being from the broader eudaimonic perspective.
Based on eudaimonic framework, Ryff (1989) developed a model of
psychological well-being (PWB), which is based on Erikson’s (1959) framework of
human growth and development (Erikson, 1959), and existential and humanistic
psychology (Allport, 1961; Frankl & Lasch, 1959; Maslow, 1968; Rogers, 1962). Based
on the extensive integration of related theories, Ryff (1989) identified a model of PWB
with six dimensions: (a) self-acceptance or holding positive attitudes toward oneself and
one’s life, (b) positive relationships with others or being able to develop deeper
interpersonal relationships, (c) personal growth or confronting new challenges for
personal improvement, (d) purpose in life or having a sense of directedness and goals, (e)
environmental mastery or being able to adapt and create the environment that meets one’s
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needs, and (f) autonomy or not seeking approval and using own standards as a guide
(Ryff & Singer, 2008; Ryff, 1989).
The six domains are interrelated and compose the overall psychological wellbeing (Ryff & Keyes, 1995). Furthermore, Ryff and Singer (1998) posit that life purpose
and quality of connection to others are the core features of well-being. The authors
proposed that one’s sense of purpose and connection to others helps create and maintain
self-acceptance, personal growth, and environmental mastery. The authors emphasize that
these six dimensions and the psychological well-being offer an expansion to life
satisfaction.
In order to derive the core six dimensions, Ryff (1989) focused on overlap among
previous theoretical perspectives on psychological well-being. The first domain of selfacceptance refers to accepting both positive and negative aspects of the self and having a
generally positive attitude about one’s past life experiences (Ryff & Singer, 2008). This
domain was influenced by Maslow’s (1968) self-actualization and Roger’s (1962)
optimal functioning theories. The second domain of positive relations with others stems
from different perspectives emphasizing the universal importance of the relational
domain. Third, personal growth is focused on personal potential and continual
development through confrontation of new life challenges. Fourth, purpose in life domain
is influenced by the existential ideas that emphasize deriving meaning and creating
direction in life through developmentally relevant goals. Fifth, environmental mastery
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refers to managing and creating a life context that fits and satisfies personal needs. Lastly,
the sixth domain of autonomy highlights the characteristic of living authentically based
on personal standards.
Some aspects of psychological well-being may be seen as grounded in
individualistic values and linked with both American and heritage identifications
(Schwartz et al., 2013). Ryff and Singer (2008) acknowledge that among psychological
well-being domains, autonomy is one domain that is most heavily influenced by Western
perspectives. However, autonomy in collectivist cultures may have a different emphasis
than it does in the individualistic cultures (Hayamizu, 1997). In the collectivist cultures
with a focus on other-orientation, individuals may perceive social “shoulds” as personally
desirable and congruent with their view of personal autonomy (Janoff-Bulman & Leggatt,
2002). Although collectivist and individualist cultures may differ in manifestation and
emphasis of psychological well-being domains (Hayamizu, 1997), there is a universal
endorsement of importance of social ties and purposeful living (Ryff & Singer, 1998).
Research suggests the overall psychological well-being construct functions
similarly across different cultures. Feeling as though one's goals are consistent with the
self is important in both individualist and collectivist contexts (Sheldon et al., 2004).
Furthermore, Ryff’s (1989) eudaimonic model of psychological well-being has been
translated into different languages and cross-cultural studies confirmed the reliability and
validity of the measure with Turkish, Belarusian, Italian, and Spanish university students
(Akin, 2008; Augusto-Landa, Pulido-Martos, & López-Zafra, 2011; Sirigatti et al., 2012).
Studies involving Asian-American students and international individuals have also
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demonstrated a positive link between ethnic identity as a dimension of acculturation and
psychological well-being (Chae & Foley, 2010; Iwamoto, & Liu, 2010). Thus, Ryff’s
(1989) construct of psychological well-being is applicable to studies that include
immigrant and international individuals from different cultures.
Psychological Well-Being and Cultural Adaptation
Psychological well-being from the eudaimonic perspective highlights “selfdirected ability to handle the tasks of life” (Schwartz et al., 2013, p. 303) and in the
presence of socially and culturally ambiguous situations, such ability may mark positive
adaptation. Given that cultural adaptation involves numerous changes, it is likely that the
way immigrants interpret events, cope with changes, and repair emotional states will be
related to more adapting behaviors, such as focusing on active coping and problemsolving (Augusto-Landa, Pulido-Martos, & Lopez-Zafra, 2011). Thus, this study
examines the association between cognitive-affective factors of emotional intelligence
and ambiguity tolerance in relation to psychological well-being of immigrant and
international students.
There are a number of factors that can affect immigrants’ bicultural competence
and psychological-well being. Research shows that social connectedness (Lin & Betz,
2009), language proficiency (Tsai, Ying, & Lee, 2001), and acculturative status are
linked with immigrants’ well-being (Berry, 1997). Asian Americans who report
assimilation acculturation strategy tend to also report lower psychological well-being
(Chae & Foley, 2010), and are likely to report more frequent depressive episodes (Shin,
1994). Similarly, those immigrants who are either marginalized or only identify with the
heritage culture experience lower functioning and well-being (Ward, & Rana-Deuba,
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1999; Zheng, Sang, & Wang, 2004). By denying heritage or mainstream culture, these
immigrants may feel more torn between two cultural worlds and possess lower bicultural
self-efficacy. However, Iwamoto and Liu (2010) found that in a sample of 402 Asian
American and Asian international students, those who endorsed an internalized racial
identity attitude (i.e., acceptance of own and other cultures: Alvarez & Helms, 2001)
reported greater eudaimonic psychological well-being. Schwartz et al. (2013) also found
that in a sample of 2,754 immigrant undergraduate students (i.e., 1st and 2nd generation), a
bicultural orientation, as measured by cultural practices, values, and identifications, was
associated with greater psychological well-being. In another study, Baker and colleagues
(2012) demonstrated that Asian American students who were categorized as bicultural
based on their extent of identification with either Asian or Western values, reported
higher scores on psychological well-being domains than those who identified with
primarily Asian or Western cultures. These findings suggest that those immigrants and
international students who identify with mainstream and heritage cultures may possess
bicultural self-efficacy to help them flexibly function within both cultures. Such
flexibility could result in less distress when balancing demands of two cultures. Indeed,
bicultural self-efficacy has been linked with mental health and well-being of immigrant
undergraduate students (David, Okazaki, & Saw, 2009). Therefore, despite lower levels
cognitive-affective factors (i.e., emotional intelligence, ambiguity tolerance), targeting
bicultural self-efficacy beliefs may help development of bicultural competencies and
facilitate psychological well-being of immigrant and international students.	
  
Psychological Well-Being and Cognitive-Affective Factors
There are a number of cognitive and affective factors associated with
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psychological well-being. These factors can be viewed as dynamic and modifiable, thus
suitable for interventions (Lent, 2004). In terms of cognitive factors, research shows that
context specific self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997), learned optimism (Seligman, 1991), selfenhancing cognitions (Taylor, Lerner, Sherman, Sage, & McDowell, 2003), and
avoidance of social comparisons (Luybomiskry & Ross, 1997) contribute to
psychological functioning. These cognitive factors are conceptually similar in terms of
emphasizing personal control and positive expectations of the future. Furthermore,
positive relations with others (Ryff & Singer, 2002) and presence of social support has
been linked to psychological adjustment (Carver & Scheier, 2002; Heppner & Lee,
2002). Beliefs about emotional regulation can influence cognitive and emotional coping
strategies and ability to connect to others (Brunstein, 1993; Ryff & Singer, 2002).
Therefore, cognitive-affective factors are implicated in behaviors that lead to obtainment
of personal resources and social support, which in turn facilitate psychological wellbeing.
Emotional intelligence is associated with self-regulation (Schutte, Manes, &
Malouff, 2009), ability to cope, and development of social support (Montes-Berges &
Augusto, 2007). Literature suggests that emotionally intelligent individuals are likely to
experience greater psychological well-being than those with lower emotional intelligence
(Brackett & Mayer, 2003). Other studies also show that emotional clarity and regulation
associated with EI are related to positive outcomes when individuals face stressful
situations (Extremera & Fernandez-Berrocal 2005; Gohm & Clore, 2002; Thompson,
Waltz, Coyle, & Pepper, 2007). Furthermore, literature suggests higher ambiguity
tolerance is related with ability to effectively cope with change (Judge, Thoresen, Pucik,
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& Welbourne, 1999). Low ambiguity tolerance involves interpretation of novel or unclear
situations as potentially threatening. This perception can lead to more negative
psychological outcomes, such as anxiety and depression (Folkman & Lazarus, 1985;
Skinner & Brewer, 2002). For those with low ambiguity tolerance, situations that involve
change, such as cultural adaptation, may be especially difficult and likely to result in poor
functioning. Conversely, interpretation of events as challenging is related to better
adaptation to change, more positive affect, and better overall psychological outcomes
(Bardi, Guerra, Sharadeh, & Ramdeny, 2009).
Summary, Hypotheses, and Research Questions	
  
As the number of immigrants and international students continues to increase
(Grieco & Trevelyan, 2010), identifying cognitive-affective factors that can contribute to
this populations’ psychological well-being is critical. Immigrants and international
students frequently interact with members from the mainstream culture as well as with
those from their heritage culture. Through such interactions, some may experience
conflict of values and cultural stress. To successfully function within both cultures
without compromising one’s sense of identity, it may be especially important for
immigrants and international students to believe in their ability to effectively navigate the
two cultural contexts.
By the nature of being exposed to different cultural contexts, immigrants and
international students may possess some degree of bicultural self-efficacy (e.g.,
knowledge of the cultures). However, for immigrants with lower levels of EI, AT, and
bicultural self-efficacy, working to increase bicultural self-efficacy may significantly
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improve psychological well-being. Perceiving oneself as biculturally competent could be
a salient resource for individuals who are particularly vulnerable to stressors associated
with cultural adaptation.
Individuals who possess high levels of EI are able to regulate their emotions
during times of transition and adaptation. Meanwhile, having high levels of AT may help
reframe stressful situations as a challenge to approach instead of a threat to avoid. Thus,
individuals who are high on EI and AT may be more likely to engage in adaptive coping
and behaviors that would facilitate bicultural functioning and lead to greater
psychological well-being. For these individuals, the extent of bicultural self-efficacy may
not significantly contribute to their psychological well-being due to presence of these
cognitive-affective factors. However, for individuals with low levels of EI and AT,
increasing bicultural self-efficacy could increase effective intercultural interactions and
widen behavioral repertoire. Bicultural self-efficacy may attenuate manifestation of the
negative responses associated with low EI and AT. Thus, for immigrants and
international students with low EI and AT, an increasing level of bicultural self-efficacy
could lead to greater psychological well-being. I predict that EI, AT, and bicultural selfefficacy will be positively associated with psychological well-being. Furthermore, I
predict that bicultural self-efficacy will moderate the relationship between the cognitiveaffective factors and psychological well-being.
The study will address the following research questions:
RQ 1. Do EI, AT, and bicultural self-efficacy uniquely contribute to
psychological well-being?
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Hypothesis 1: EI, AT, and bicultural self-efficacy will uniquely and positively
contribute to psychological well-being.
RQ 2. Does bicultural self-efficacy moderate the relationship between the
cognitive-affective factors (e.g., EI and AT), and psychological well-being?
Hypothesis 2: The association between cognitive-affective factors (e.g., EI and
AT) and psychological well-being will be significantly stronger for those individuals with
high bicultural self-efficacy than for those with low bicultural self-efficacy.
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CHAPTER 3 METHODS

This chapter will describe participants, procedure, and measures. The purpose of
this study is to investigate the relationship between cognitive-affective factors of
emotional intelligence, ambiguity tolerance, bicultural self-efficacy, and psychological
well-being among immigrant and international students.
Participants
To determine the needed sample size to test the hypotheses, a power analyses with
an alpha level of .05, power of .80, and a medium effect size of .15 (Cohen, 1988) was
used. Medium effect size was chosen because previous research using the Psychological
Well-Being Scales found medium to large effect size (Ryff, 1989). The power analysis
indicated that a minimum sample of 70 was needed to detect significance. Participants in
this study were 121 immigrants and 55 international students1. Thus, the total sample
consisted of 176 participants (see Table 1). The sample consisted of 92 (52.3%) women,
83 (47.2%) men, and 1 unspecified (0.6%). Ages ranged from 18 to 53 (M = 23.79; SD =
5.14; Mdn = 22). Sexual orientation was as follows, 160 (90.9%) Heterosexual, 2 (1.1%)
Gay, 1 (0.6%) Lesbian, 7 (4%) Bisexual, 1 (0.6%) Queer, 2 (1.1%) Questioning, and 3
(1.7%) Other. Race and ethnicity range was as follows, 36 (20.5%) Asian American, 9
(5.1%) Black or African American, 36 (20.5%) Hispanic or Latino/a, 1 (0.6%) Native
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
1

Demographic information is presented collectively because there were no significant differences between
two groups.
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American or Alaskan Native, 2 (1.1%) Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, 49 (27.8%)
White or Caucasian, 9 (5.1%) Biracial, and for the “other” racial identity the participants
specified the following categories: 2 (1.1%) Arab and 32 (18.2%) Asian. Participants
reported generational status as: 70 (44.0%) 1st generation, 17 (10.7%) 1.5 generation, and
72 (45.3%) 2nd generation.
Regarding lengths of residence in the U.S., four groups were created based on
previous research that examined immigrant residence using the cut off as 0 to 4 years, 5
to 9 years, 10 to 14 years, and 15 years or more (Kaplan, Huguet, Newsom, &
McFarland, 2004). Based on these cut offs the following results were found: 61 (35.1%)
reporting residing in the U.S. between 0-4 years, 19 (10.9%) between 5-9 years, 14 (8.0
%) between 10-14 years, 80 (46.0%) between 15 or more. The average years of residence
in the United States was 12.4 years. In terms of frequency of returning to their home
country, 29 (16.7%) twice or more per year, 41 (23.6%) once a year, 23 (13.2%) once
every other year, 37 (21.3%) once every three years or more, and 44 (25.3%) have never
returned to their home country. First language breakdown was as follow: 61 (35.1%)
English, 65 (37.4%) Other, and 48 (27.6%) Bilingual. Reported highest level of education
was: 64 (36.4%) high school diploma, 55 (31.3%) bachelor’s degree, 41 (23.3%) master’s
degree, 6 (3.4%) professional degree, 7 (4%) doctoral degree, and 3 (1.7%) other.
Reported employment status was as follow: 29 (16.5%) employed full-time, 76 (43.2%)
employed part-time, and 71 (40.3%) not employed. Reported socioeconomic status was
36 (20.5%) high, 115 (65.3%) middle, and 25 (14.2%) low SES. Reported highest level
of education achieved by mother was: 11 (6.3%) grade school, 10 (5.7%) some high
school, 25 (14.2%) high school diploma, 7 (4%) vocational school, 19 (10.8%) some
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college, 59 (33.5%) bachelor’s degree, 42 (23.9%) graduate/professional degree, and 3
(1.7%) not applicable. Reported highest level of education achieved by father was 9
(5.1%) grade school, 10 (5.7%) some high school, 18 (10.2%) high school diploma, 7
(4%) vocational school, 20 (11.4%) some college, 56 (31.8%) college, 49 (27.8%)
graduate/professional school, and 7 (4%) not applicable. By reported college attended for
the overall sample: 12 (7.2%) reported being in the College of Agriculture, 8 (4.8%)
College of Education, 47 (28.3%) College of Engineering, 16 (9.6%) College of Health
and Sciences, 15 (9%) College of Liberal Arts, 9 (5.4%) College of Pharmacy, 27
(16.3%) College of Science, 10 (6%) College of Technology, 4 (2.4%) College of
Veterinary Medicine, 3 (1.8%) Exploratory Studies, and 15 (9%) Krannert School of
Management. In terms of relevance of cultural identity to the students’ studies: 90
(51.1%) reported no relevance, 14 (8%) reported their cultural identity had “little”
relevance, 23 (13.1%) reported “some” relevance, 24 (13.6%) reported their cultural
identity had “high” relevance to their studies, and 2 (1.1%) indicated they “did not know”
(please see Table 3 for demographic information about participants).
In response to the open-ended question regarding students’ independent relocation
or family’s reason for immigration to the United States, a number of categories emerged.
Participants indicated that they immigrated because of seeking educational opportunities
abroad (n = 60), looking for better opportunity (n = 32), whether in regards to economic
(n = 7) or work related concerns (n = 16). Additionally, political (n = 12) and religious (n
= 3) reasons were mentioned. Twenty participants mentioned immigration was due to
family reasons (e.g., moving because of marriage or parents’ work). Furthermore, 4
participants indicated refugee status as their reason, 2 indicated miscellaneous reasons
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such as “travel” and “liking U.S. better.” Lastly, 1 participant indicated not knowing their
family’s reasons for immigration.
Table 1
Participants’ Demographic Characteristics
Demographic Variables
Student Group
Immigrant Student
International Student
Sex
Women
Men
Unspecified
Age Group
18-23
24-29
30-35
36+
Sexual Orientation
Heterosexual
Gay
Lesbian
Bisexual
Queer
Questioning
Other
Race/Ethnicity
Asian American
Black/African American
Hispanic/Latino/a
Native American/Alaskan Native
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander
White/Caucasian
Biracial
Asian
Arab
Generational Status
1st Generation
1.5 Generation
2nd Generation

	
  

n

Frequency (%)

121
55

68.8
31.3

92
83
1

52.3
47.2
0.6

99
57
14
5

56.3
32.4
8.0
2.9

160
2
1
7
1
2
3

90.9
1.1
0.6
4.0
0.6
1.1
1.7

36
9
36
1
2
49
9
32
2

20.5
5.1
20.5
0.6
1.1
27.8
5.1
18.2
1.1

70
17
72

44.0
10.7
45.3
(continued)
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Demographic Variables
Length of Residence in the U.S.
0-4 years
5-9 years
10-14 years
15+ years
Frequency of return to home country
Twice or more per year
Once a year
Once every other years
Once every three years or more
Never
First Language
English
Other
Bilingual
Level of Education
High School Diploma
Bachelor’s Degree
Master’s Degree
Professional Degree
Doctorate Degree
Other
Employment Status
Full-time
Part-time
None
Socioeconomic Status
High
Mid
Low
Mother’s Education
Grade School
Some High School
High School Diploma
Vocational School
Some College
Bachelor’s Degree
Graduate/Professional Degree
Not Applicable

n

Frequency (%)

61
19
14
80

35.1
10.9
8.0
46.0

29
41
23
37
44

16.7
23.6
13.2
21.3
25.3

61
65
48

35.1
37.4
27.6

64
55
41
6
7
3

36.4
31.3
23.3
3.4
4.0
1.7

29
76
71

16.5
43.2
40.3

36
115
25

20.5
65.3
14.2

11
10
25
7
19
59
42
3

6.3
5.7
14.2
4.0
10.8
33.5
23.9
1.7
(continued)
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Demographic Variables
Father’s Education
Grade School
Some High School
High School Diploma
Vocational School
Some College
Bachelor’s Degree
Graduate/Professional Degree
Not Applicable
College Attended
College of Agriculture
College of Education
College of Engineering
College of Health and Sciences
College of Liberal Arts
College of Pharmacy
College of Science
College of Technology
College of Veterinary Medicine
Exploratory Studies
Krannert School of Management
Effect of Cultural Identity on Studies
None
Little
Some
High
Don’t Know
Student Group
International
Immigrant
N = 176

n

Frequency (%)

9
10
18
7
20
56
49
7

5.1
5.7
10.2
4.0
11.4
31.8
27.8
4.0

12
8
47
16
15
9
27
10
4
3
15

7.2
4.8
28.3
9.6
9.0
5.4
16.3
6.0
2.4
1.8
9.0

90
14
23
24
2

58.8
9.2
15.0
15.7
1.3

55
121

31.3
68.8

Procedure
After obtaining approval from Purdue University’s Institutional Review Board (IRB;
Appendix A), participants were recruited through an initial recruitment e-mail (Appendix
B) sent out by the Registrar’s Office and a follow-up recruitment e-mail (Appendix C). I
explicitly stated in the recruitment e-mail that the current study focuses on immigrant and
international students. I also shared a Facebook Status on pages of open groups affiliated
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with Purdue University. Both email and Facebook Status (Appendix D) included the
purpose of the study, participation criteria, and a link to the survey. In the email and
Facebook Status invitation, I used a snowball technique by asking participants to forward
the recruitment invitation to other immigrant and international students who may be
eligible to participate in the study.
A sample of adults who are 18 years old or older and who identify as 1st, 1.5, and 2nd
generation or as international students was recruited. First generation status was
described as “you were born outside of the U.S. and moved to the U.S when you were 15
years old or older,” 1.5 generation was “you were born outside of the U.S. but arrived to
the U.S. in early or middle childhood,” (i.e., 6-14 years of age; Rumbaut, 2004), 2nd
generation “you were born in the U.S. and one or both parents born outside of the U.S., or
you moved to the U.S. when you were 6 years old or younger.” All participants were
asked to indicate how many years they have resided in the United States. A description of
generation inclusion criteria was provided in the invitation letter and the consent page of
the questionnaire. Those individuals who identified as 3rd generation or those whose
parents and grandparents were born in the U.S. were not included due to the emphasis of
the study on national and international bicultural self-efficacy.
The email invitation included criteria for participation, information about the study, a
URL to the information sheet, participant consent, and the questionnaire (Appendix E).
Participants were offered an incentive for participation by entering into a random drawing
for a $20 Amazon gift card with 1:100 odds of being awarded one gift card. To enter the
drawing of the gift card participants were asked to enter their email address in a separate
database at the end of the survey. The database with the email addresses was not
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connected to survey responses or IP addresses. The recipient of the gift card was notified
by email and at the end of the drawing process and the email database was deleted at the
end of data collection.
Next, participants were directed to questionnaire via a link, which lead them to the
consent form page. Participants were asked to click, “Yes” in agreement with
participation in the study and directed to a demographic information sheet and four
measures. To increase the response rate, a follow-up email was sent out a week later. The
follow-up email thanked those who have already completed the survey and emphasized
that if they have not yet participated, they are invited to do so.
Measures
This section will provide information about the measures that were used along
with psychometric properties of each measure. Participants completed the following
questionnaires: (a) demographic information sheet (Appendix F), (b) Bicultural SelfEfficacy Scale (BSES; David, Okazaki, & Saw, 2009; Appendix G), (c) Trait Meta-Mood
Scale (TMMS; Salovey, Mayer, Goldman, Turvey, & Palfai, 1995; Appendix H), (d)
Multiple Stimulus Types Ambiguity Tolerance Scale-II (McLain, 2009), (e) Scales of
Psychological Well-Being (Ryff, 1989).
Demographic Information
Demographic information consisted of a self-constructed questionnaire with
questions about participants’ gender, sexual orientation, age, ethnicity, generational
status, level of education, parent’s education level, and length of residence in the U.S.

	
  

48	
  
Bicultural Self-Efficacy Scale
Bicultural Self-Efficacy was measured with a 26-item Bicultural Self-Efficacy
Scale (BSES; David, Okazaki, & Saw, 2009). The scale measured bicultural self-efficacy
in the mainstream and heritage cultures. Bicultural self-efficacy is a broad construct that
tapped into the perceptions of social context and expectations about outcomes. The scale
contained 26-items that were divided across six dimensions: (a) Social Groundedness (7
items; e.g., “I can count on both mainstream Americans and people from the same
heritage culture as myself”), (b) Communication Ability (4 items; e.g., “I can
communicate my ideas effectively to both mainstream Americans and people from the
same heritage culture as myself”), (c) Positive Attitudes Toward Both Groups (4 items;
e.g., “I have generally positive feelings about both my heritage culture and mainstream
American culture”), (d) Knowledge of Cultural Beliefs and Values (4 items; e.g., “I am
knowledgeable about the history of both mainstream America and my cultural group”),
(e) Role Repertoire (3 items; e.g., “An individual can alter his or her behavior to fit a
particular social context”), and (f) Bicultural Beliefs (4 items; e.g., “It is acceptable for an
individual from my heritage culture to participate in two different cultures”). Items were
scored on a 9-point Likert-type scale, with responses ranging from 1(strongly disagree), 3
(disagree), 5 (neutral), 7 (agree), to 9 (strongly agree). A higher score indicated a higher
level of bicultural self-efficacy with the total scores ranging from 26 to 234.
David et al. (2009) provided psychometric properties for the scale and
demonstrated validity of the Bicultural Self-Efficacy Scale. The confirmatory factor
analyses based on a sample of N = 164 presented a moderate fit of the six subscales > .90
for Comparative Fit Index (CFI), which measures model fit based on the differences
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between the data and the proposed model, with a larger value indicating better fit.
Acceptable values for the model fit are .90 and larger (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Parsimony
Normed Fit Index (PNFI), which measures relative fit after adjustment, was .61. The
recommended criteria of fit is ≥.60 (Quintana & Maxwell, 1999). A significant positive
correlation between bicultural self-efficacy and ethnic identity (r ranged from .07 to .51),
and life satisfaction (r ranged from .20 to .34) demonstrated construct validity.
Additionally, BSE was not significantly correlated with personal enhancement,
impression management, and denial, thus supporting discriminant validity. Test-retest
reliabilities for the subscales of BSE ranged from .58 to .78 (David et al., 2009). The
subscale coefficient alphas as reported by David et al. (2009) were .91 for Social
Groundedness, .79 for Communication Ability, .89 for Positive Attitudes Toward both
Groups, .80 for Knowledge of Cultural Beliefs and Values, versus .69 for Role
Repertoire, and .77 for Bicultural Beliefs. The Cronbach’s alphas for the total scale were
.92 and .94 (David et al., 2009; Wei et al., 2010). The scale was previously used with
ethnic minority undergraduate students of various ethnic backgrounds, including AsianAmerican, African-Americans, and Native-American (David et al., 2009; Wei et al.,
2010), thus it is an appropriate instrument for use with immigrants and international
individuals. All subscale items were included and the mean of the total scale was used in
the analyses. The reliability of the scale in this study was .95.
Trait Meta-Mood Scale
Emotional Intelligence was measured using the Trait Meta-Mood Scale (TMMS;
Salovey, Mayer, Goldman, Turvey, & Palfai, 1995), which was designed to measure
individual differences in the ability to reflect upon and manage one’s emotions. The scale
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was a 30-item measure using a 5-point Likert scale. It had three subscales intended to
capture different aspects of emotional intelligence: (a) attention or the degree of attention
that individuals devote to their feelings (e.g., ‘‘I often think about my feelings”), (b)
clarity or the clarity of individuals’ experience of their feelings (e.g., “I almost always
know exactly how I feel”), and (c) repair or individuals’ ability to regulate their mood
states (e.g., “When I become upset I remind myself of all the pleasures in life”). The
responses ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Fifteen of the items
were negatively worded and were reverse scored.
In terms of psychometric properties, the convergent and discriminant validity was
demonstrated by negative correlations between the clarity scale and depression (r = -.27)
and the repair scale and depression (r = -.37). The attention scale was positively
associated with private and public self-consciousness (r = .42; r = .36). Clarity was
associated with ambivalence over emotional expression (r = -.24), repair was positively
associated with optimism (r = .57), and negative mood regulation. Convergent validity
was also supported by correlation between TMMS scales and coping behaviors. The
intercorrelation between the three scales ranged from .11 to .32. The confirmatory
analysis of factor structure of the TMMS was demonstrated by the goodness-of-fit index
(GFI) of .94. The scale has been previously used in a cross-cultural study with Iranian
and ethnically diverse American undergraduate students (Ghorbani, Bing, Watson,
Davison, & Mack, 2002), and with Korean students (Lee & Lee, 1997). It appears to be a
reliable and valid measure for cross-cultural research. The Cronbach’s alphas for the
three subscales are .86 for Attention, .88 for Clarity, and .82 for Repair (Salovey et al.,
1995). Previous studies have reported the coefficient alpha of .88 for the total instrument
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score (Graves, Schmidt, & Andrykowski, 2005; Schmidt & Andrykowski, 2004). In this
study, total score was calculated by taking the mean of all items in the TMMS. Based on
this study, the reliability of the measure was .87.
Multiple Stimulus Types Ambiguity Tolerance Scale-II
Ambiguity Tolerance was measured using the Multiple Stimulus Types
Ambiguity Tolerance Scale-II (MSTAT-II; McLain, 2009), which is a shorter form of the
original MSTAT-I. MSTAT-II is a 13-item measure designed to measure an individual’s
tolerance for situations that are unfamiliar, insoluble, or complex. The shorter version
contained 13 items instead of 22 items and was developed to reduce cognitive fatigue
while maintaining adequate reliability and validity (Arquero & McLain, 2010). MSTATII differed from the earlier version (MSTAT-I) because it used a 5-point Likert-type scale
instead of a 7-point scale and has fewer items, which may help increase response rate
(McLain, 2009). The responses range from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
The MSTAT-II measured individuals’ degree of ambiguity tolerance based on five
stimulus types: (a) ambiguous stimuli in general (e.g., “I am tolerant of ambiguous
situations”), (b) complex stimuli (e.g., “I avoid situations that are too complicated for me
to easily understand”), (c) uncertain stimuli (e.g., “I find it hard to make a choice when
the outcome is uncertain”), (d) new/unfamiliar/novel stimuli (e.g., “I prefer familiar
situations to new ones”), and (e) insoluble/illogical/internally inconsistent stimuli (e.g.,
“Problems that cannot be considered from just one point of view are a little threatening”).
McLain (2009) provided information regarding the psychometric properties of the
MSTAT-II. McLain (2009) conducted three studies to confirm the validity and reliability
of the MSTAT-II with university students from Midwestern as well as historically Black
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universities. Validity was also assessed with an ethnically diverse sample of community
members. The confirmatory factor analysis demonstrated an adequate fit to the
unidimensional model. The validity of the scale was demonstrated by a positive correlation (r = .27) with a measure of risk orientation and demonstrated a positive but nonsignificant relationship with social desirability (r = .17). Furthermore, MSTAT-II was
negatively correlated with stress-related symptoms (r = -.23). The reported internal
consistency reliability of the scale was .83. Total scores was calculated by taking the
mean of the scores, where a lower scale score indicated a intolerance of ambiguity and
higher scale score indicated greater tolerance for ambiguity (McClain, 2009). In this
study, the Cronbach’s alpha of the measure was .75.
Scales of Psychological Well-Being
Psychological well-being was measured with the 54-item Scales of Psychological
Well-Being (SPWB; Ryff, 1989). The measure consisted of six dimensions each with 9
items: (a) autonomy, (e.g., “My decisions are not usually influenced by what everyone
else is doing”), (b) environmental mastery (e.g., “In general, I feel I am in charge of the
situation in which I live”), (c) personal growth (e.g., “I have the sense that I have
developed a lot as a person over time),” (d) positive relations with others (e.g., “Most
people see me as loving and affectionate”), (e) purpose in life (e.g., “I am an active
person in carrying out the plans I set for myself”), and (f) self-acceptance (e.g., “In
general, I feel confident and positive about myself”). The scale used a 6-point Likert
scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree).
Originally, the scale consisted of 20 items in each subscale and had 120 items in
total (Ryff, 1989). In the current study, I used the mid-length version with 54-items.
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Confirmatory factor analytic studies support the six-factor model of the scale (Clarke,
Marshall, Ryff, & Wheaton, 2001; Ryff & Keyes, 1995). Gross and John (2003)
demonstrated convergent validity with negative correlations between interpersonal
dimensions of psychological well-being and measure of suppression of emotions (β =
−.46). Furthermore, the six dimensions of psychological well-being were correlated with
other measures of positive functioning. The correlations were positive and significant
with life satisfaction, affect balance, self-esteem, internal control, and morale. The
coefficients ranged from .25 and .73. As expected, correlations with measures of negative
functioning were negative and significant. The coefficients ranged from -.30 to -.60
(Ryff, 1989). Test-retest reliability over a 6-week period ranged from .81 to .88.
Cronbach’s alpha for the subscale scores range from .86 to .93. Ryff and colleagues have
not provided the Cronbach’s alpha for the total measure; however, previous studies have
used the combined scale scores (Dukes-Holland & Holahan, 2003). In a study with
college ethnic minority students, the Cronbach’s alpha for the total scale using 54 items
was α = .96 (Smith, 2013). In this study, all of the items were used to calculate the mean
scale score. The reliability of the instrument in this study was .95.
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CHAPTER 4 RESULTS

In this chapter, I will present the results of the study by describing: (a) the
preliminary analyses, (b) multivaritate analysis of variance based on demographic
variables, and (c) the main analysis of the hypotheses.
Preliminary Analyses
Prior to conducting preliminary and main analyses of the hypotheses, I screened
the data using SPSS 19.0 to determine missing values and incomplete questionnaires.
Based on screening of the raw data, I deleted 42 incomplete questionnaires because
participants the instrument scales lacked responses, thus, resulting with a final sample of
176. Further, I examined the data and the assumptions regarding linearity, normality (e.g.,
skewness, kurtosis), homoscedasticity, and multicollinearity. Univariate normality and
linearity assumptions were met by examining linear probability plots (P-P). The kurtosis
values for independent and dependent variables were no greater than +/-3, the range of
the values was -.04 to .23. Scatter plots demonstrated that the residuals were randomly
distributed around zero, thus, the assumption of homoscedasticity was met.
Pearson correlations were used to assess assumptions of multicollinearity to
ensure the predictor variables were not strongly correlated. The correlations ranged
between .29 and .61, which suggests no multicollinearity problems, Based on Grewal,
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Cote, and Baumgartner (2004) discussion of multicollinearity, the .7 to .9 cut off for
correlations suggests multicollinearity. Means, standard deviations, ranges, Pearson r
correlations, and internal consistency of each variable were also calculated and are
reported in Table 2. The Cronbach’s alpha for each variable was between .75 and .95. As
predicted, EI had a positive and significant association with bicultural self-efficacy, r =
.34, n = 176, p < .01, and psychological well-being, r = .55, n = 176, p < .01. Further, AT
had a positive and significant association with bicultural self-efficacy, r = .30, n = 176, p
< .01, and psychological well-being, r = .61, n = 176, p < .01. Bicultural self-efficacy
had a significant positive association with psychological well-being, r = .51, n = 176, p <
.01, suggesting that greater bicultural self-efficacy is associated with higher
psychological well-being.
Table 2
Correlations, Means, Standard Deviations, Ranges, and Reliabilities for BSES, TMMS,
MSTAT II, SPWB
	
  

M (SD)

1. BSES

Range

Alpha

1

6.87 (1.29)

7.12

.95

—

2. TMMS

3.53 (.46)

2.03

.87

.34*

—

3. MSTAT-II

3.27 (.49)

2.69

.75

.30*

.33*

—

4. SPWB

4.11 (.62)

.95

.51*

.55*

.61*

2.85

2

3

4

—

Note. N = 176. BSES = Bicultural Self-Efficacy Scale; TMMS = Trait Meta-Mood
Scale; MSTAT-II = Multiple Stimulus Types Ambiguity Tolerance Scale-II; SPWB =
Scales of Psychological Well-Being. *p < .01.
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Analysis of Group Differences
In order to examine group differences, first I performed independent sample ttests examining differences between women and men (n = 175) on psychological wellbeing, bicultural self-efficacy, emotional intelligence, and ambiguity tolerance (see Table
3). A participant who identified as “unspecified” was excluded from the analyses. The
results revealed statistically significant gender differences on ambiguity tolerance, t(173)
= 2.25, p = 0.03 and emotional intelligence, t(173) = -2.37, p = 0.02. For ambiguity
tolerance, men reported higher scores (M = 3.35, SD = 0.48) when compared to women
(M = 3.19, SD = 0.49). For emotional intelligence, women reported higher scores (M =
3.60, SD = .44), in comparison to men, (M = 3.44, SD = .45). There were no other
statistically significant gender differences for the moderator variable or the dependent
variable (i.e., bicultural self-efficacy and psychological well-being). The difference in
means among men and women for ambiguity tolerance was Cohen’s d = .34. The
difference in means among men and women for emotional intelligence was Cohen’s d =
.36. According to Cohen (1988), .2-.3 is considered to be small effect size and .5-.6 is
considered to be moderate effect size. Thus, due to a small effect size, gender was not
controlled in this study.
Furthermore, independent sample t-tests were conducted to examine differences
between immigrant and international students (n = 176) and independent and dependent
variables. The results demonstrated no significant student group differences on ambiguity
tolerance, t(174) = -0.15, p = 0.88, Cohen’s d = .02; emotional intelligence, t(174) = 1.13,
p = 0.26, Cohen’s d =.18; bicultural self-efficacy, t(174) = 1.16, p = 0.25, Cohen’s d =
.19; and psychological well-being, t(174) = 1.13, p = 0.26, Cohen’s d = .04.
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Table 3
Independent samples t-test of gender differences
	
  

Men
M

SD

BSES

6.96

1.21

TMMS

3.44

.45

MSTAT-II

3.35

SPWB

4.14

Women
M
6.82

t

df

p

SD
1.32

.76

173

.45

3.60

.44

-2.37

173

.02*

.48

3.19

.49

2.25

173

.03*

.64

4.09

.61

.46

173

.65

Note. N = 175. BSES = Bicultural Self-Efficacy Scale; TMMS = Trait Meta-Mood
Scale; MSTAT-II = Multiple Stimulus Types Ambiguity Tolerance Scale-II; SPWB =
Scales of Psychological Well-Being. *p < .05.
Means for BSES are on a scale ranging from 1 to 9; TMMS dimensions range from 1 to
5, MSTAT-II dimensions from 1 to 5; PWBS dimensions from 1 to 6.
Lastly, independent sample t-tests were conducted to examine group differences
on emotional intelligence, ambiguity tolerance, bicultural self-efficacy, psychological
well-being based on two age groups. The groups were created based on a categorization
used with a sample of ethnic community college students (Teng, Morgan, & Anderson,
2001). The two age groups were 18-23 year old (n = 99) and 24 years or older (n = 76).
The results demonstrated significant age group difference on ambiguity tolerance, t(173)
= -2.57, p = .01, Cohen’s d = .39; emotional intelligence, t(173) = -3.08, p = .002,
Cohen’s d = .47; and psychological well-being, t(173) = -3.99, p < .001, Cohen’s d = .61
(see Table 4). For ambiguity tolerance, the 18-23 age group reported lower scores (M =
3.19, SD = 0.45) when compared to the 24-year and older group (M = 3.38, SD = 0.52).
For emotional intelligence, the 18-23 age group reported lower scores, (M = 3.44, SD =
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.45) as compared to the 24-year and older group (M = 3.65, SD = .43). For psychological
well-being, the 18-23 age group reported lower scores (M = 3.95, SD = .59) as compared
to the 24-year and older group (M = 4.32, SD = .61). Results demonstrated no significant
age group differences on bicultural self-efficacy, t(173) = -.21, p = .84, Cohen’s d = .03.
According to Cohen (1988), effect size of .6 is considered to be moderate and because
psychological well-being had a Cohen’s d of .61, age will be controlled in this study.
Table 4
Independent samples t-test of age differences
	
  

18-23 year olds

24 years or
older

t

df

p

M

SD

M

SD

BSES

6.85

1.24

6.89

1.36

-.21

173

.84

TMMS

3.44

.45

3.65

.43

-3.08

173

.002

MSTAT-II

3.19

.45

3.38

.52

-2.57

173

.01

SPWB

3.95

.59

4.32

.61

-3.99

173

<.000

Note. N = 175. BSES = Bicultural Self-Efficacy Scale; TMMS = Trait Meta-Mood
Scale; MSTAT-II = Multiple Stimulus Types Ambiguity Tolerance Scale-II; SPWB =
Scales of Psychological Well-Being. *p < .05.
Means for BSES are on a scale ranging from 1 to 9; TMMS dimensions range from 1 to
5, MSTAT-II dimensions from 1 to 5; PWBS dimensions from 1 to 6.
An exploratory Chi-square analysis was performed to determine whether the
association between influence of cultural identity on students’ studies and field of studies
was significant. However, since 83.6% of the cells had the expected count less than 5, the
Chi-square test assumption was violated and the Pearson Chi value could not be used.
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Instead, I used the Fisher’s exact text using the Monte Carlo approach, which is a more
robust method of detecting differences and accounts for small count in the categories
(Landau & Everitt, 2003). Fisher’s exact test p = .005 (two-tailed) was statistically
significant. Thus, there is a significant association between extent of cultural identity and
the chosen field of study. The results revealed that based on the current sample, majority
of the students in the following colleges identified that cultural identity had no influence
on their field of study: 100% of students within College of Veterinary Medicine, 71.1%
of students within the College of Engineering, 76% of students within the College of
Science, and 70% of students within the College of Technology. Conversely, 46.2% of
students within the College of Liberal Art, 25% of students within College of Education
and College of Health and Human Science, and 27.3% of students within College of
Agriculture identified a cultural identity had a high extent of influence on their studies
(See Table 5).
Table 5
Chi-Square Contingency Table for the Extent of Cultural Identity Influence on Students’
Studies (n = 153)
Colleges

Extent of Cultural Identity Influence
None

Little

Some

High

Don’t
Know

Total
(%)

Agriculture

54.5 (6)

0.0 (0)

9.1 (1)

27.3 (3)

9.1 (1)

100.00

Education

37.5 (3)

12.5 (1)

25.0 (2)

25.0 (2)

0.0 (0)

100.00

Engineering

71.1 (32)

14.3 (2)

17.8 (8)

6.7 (3)

0.0 (0)

100.00

Health and
Human
Science

37.5 (6)

12.5 (2)

25.0 (4)

25.0 (4)

0.0 (0)

100.00

(continued)
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Colleges

Extent of Cultural Identity Influence	
  
None

Little

Some

High

Don’t
Know

Total
(%)

Liberal Arts

30.8 (4)

7.7 (1)

15.4 (2)

46.2 (6)

0.0 (0)

100.00

Pharmacy

62.5 (5)

12.5 (1)

12.5 (1)

12.5 (1)

0.0 (0)

100.00

Science

76.0 (19)

12.0 (3)

0.0 (0)

12.0 (3)

0.0 (0)

100.00

Technology

70.0 (7)

10.0 (1)

10.0 (1)

0.0 (0)

10.0 (1)

100.00

Veterinary
Medicine

100.0 (3)

0.0 (0)

0.0 (0).

0.0 (0)

0.0 (0)

100.00

Exploratory
Studies

0.0 (0)

100.0
(2)

0.0 (0)

0.0 (0)

0.0 (0)

100.00

Krannert
School of
Management

41.7 (5)

8.3 (1)

33.3 (4)

16.7 (2)

0.0 (0)

100.00

*p < .01
Note: Number in parentheses is the total number of students in each category
One-way multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVA) were conducted to
assess whether psychological-well being, bicultural self-efficacy, ambiguity tolerance,
and emotional intelligence vary as a function of the demographic variables (e.g.,
generational status). For college attended, the test of homogeneity of dispersion matrices
was significant, therefore, the results were not interpreted. For race and sexual
orientation, comparisons could not be examined due to insufficient sample group size.
Results demonstrated that bicultural self-efficacy, ambiguity tolerance, and emotional
intelligence did not vary depending on the generational status, F(8, 306) = 1.54, p = 0.14,
η2 = .04; length of residence in the U.S., F(12, 442) = 0.59, p = 0.85, η2 = .01; frequency
of returning to home country, F(16, 507) = 1.00, p = 0.45, η2 = .02; first language spoken,
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F(8, 336) = 1.23, p = 0.28, η2 = .03; level of education, F(20, 555) = 1.27, p = .19, η2 =
.04; employment status, F(8, 340) = 0.89, p = 0.53, η2 = .02; socioeconomic status, F(8,
340) = 0.78, p = .62, η2 = .02; mother level of education, F(28, 596) = 1.11, p = .39, η2 =
.05, father’s level of education, F(28, 596) = 1.36, p = .10, η2 = .05; cultural identity,
F(16, 443) = 1.48, p = .10, η2 =.04.
Main Analyses
Hypothesis 1 (H1) was concerned with EI, AT, and bicultural self-efficacy
uniquely and positively contributing to psychological well-being. Hypothesis (H2) stated
that bicultural self-efficacy will moderate the relationship between the cognitive-affective
factors (e.g., EI and AT), and psychological well-being. Thus, at varying levels of
bicultural self-efficacy the association between EI, AT, and psychological well-being will
be different.
In order to test H1, I conducted a linear regression with emotional intelligence,
ambiguity tolerance, and bicultural self-efficacy to examine their unique contributions on
psychological well-being. Hypothesis 1 was supported, all three independent variables
significantly contributed to psychological well-being. The linear combination of
independent variables was significantly related to psychological well-being, R2 = .57, F(3,
172) = 75.76, p < .001. The standardized beta weights associated with each variable were
as follows: ambiguity tolerance (b = .54, ß =.42, p < .001), emotional intelligence (b
=.44, ß =.32, p < .001), bicultural self-efficacy (b = .13, ß =.27, p < .001).
In order to test H2, a hierarchical multiple regression analysis was conducted to
evaluate whether bicultural self-efficacy moderates the relationship between cognitiveaffective factors (e.g., emotional intelligence, ambiguity tolerance) and psychological
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well-being. I used hierarchical multiple regression to examine moderation based on
considerations presented by Baron and Kenny (1986). The authors described a moderator
as a variable that modifies the strength of the relationship between independent variables
and the dependent variable. A moderation model specifies at what levels a variable (i.e.,
bicultural self-efficacy) is likely to strongly predict the dependent variable (Frazier, Tix,
& Barron, 2004). I have centered the independent variables and the moderator to reduce
potential multicollinearity. None of the variables had a VIF greater than 2, indicating that
multicollinearity was not an issue in the analyses (Frazier, Tix, & Barron, 2004).
In step 1, I entered age groups as a control variable, which accounted for 8% of
the variance in psychological well-being. In step 2, controlling for the effect of the age
groups, I entered emotional intelligence, ambiguity tolerance, and bicultural self-efficacy
to assess their predictive power above and beyond the age groups. The independent
variables accounted for additional 51% of the variance in the dependent variable, R2 =
.59, adj. R2 = .59, p < .001 (See Table 6). Emotional intelligence (ß = .30), ambiguity
tolerance (ß = .40), and bicultural self-efficacy (ß = .28) all contributed a significant
unique effect to psychological well-being.
Lastly, in step 3, I entered the product of multiplying the main effects terms (i.e.,
BSE x EI; BSE x AT) to investigate the interaction effects on psychological well-being
(H2). The interaction terms between bicultural self-efficacy and ambiguity tolerance
(BSE x EI), and bicultural self-efficacy and emotional intelligence (BSE x AT) did not
significantly account for variance in psychological well-being, ∆R2 = .002, ∆F(2, 168) =
.49, p = .62, and did not make a unique contribution to overall psychological well-being.
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Results indicate ambiguity tolerance, emotional intelligence, and bicultural selfefficacy all significantly and uniquely contribute to variation in psychological well-being
of immigrant and international students. However, bicultural self-efficacy does not
moderate the relationship between ambiguity tolerance, emotional intelligence, and
psychological well-being. At varying levels of bicultural self-efficacy the association
between cognitive-affective factors (e.g., emotional intelligence, ambiguity tolerance)
and psychological well-being was not statistically significant.
Table 6
Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis for Psychological Well-Being
Variable

B

SE B

β

Step 1
Age

.36

.09

∆R2

∆F

df

.08*** 15.94

1, 173

.51*** 71.15

3, 170

.002

2, 168

.29***

Step 2
Age

.18

.06

.14**

TMMS

.19

.03

.30***

MSTAT-II

.25

.03

.40***

BSES

.18

.03

.28***

Step 3
Age

.18

.06

.15**

TMMS

.18

.03

.29***

MSTAT-II

.25

.03

.40***

BSES

.18

.03

.29**

TMMS x BSES

.03

.03

.04

MSTAT-II x BSES

.01

.03

.02

.49

Note. N = 175. BSES = Bicultural Self-Efficacy Scale; TMMS = Trait Meta-Mood
Scale; MSTAT-II = Multiple Stimulus Types Ambiguity Tolerance Scale-II; SPWB =
Scales of Psychological Well-Being. *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.
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CHAPTER 5 DISCUSSION

In this chapter, I will present a discussion of the findings and their general
interpretations. First, I will discuss the results from the main hypotheses. Second, I will
present the findings from the preliminary analyses, and group differences. Third, I will
present a discussion of implications for practice. Fourth, this chapter will review the
limitations of the study and future directions for research. Lastly, I will provide a
conclusion.
This study examined the relationship between cognitive-affective factors (e.g.,
emotional intelligence, ambiguity tolerance), bicultural self-efficacy, and psychological
well-being. The study’s aim was to investigate whether bicultural self-efficacy moderates
the relationship between cognitive-affective factors and psychological well-being. In my
hypotheses, I predicted that the cognitive-affective factors, bicultural self-efficacy, and
psychological well-being would be all positively associated. In addition, I expected that
at varying levels of bicultural self-efficacy the relationship between cognitive-affective
factors and psychological well-being would differ.
Results from Main Analyses
Based on the main analyses, the hypotheses were partially supported. As
expected, after controlling for the effects of age groups, bicultural self-efficacy and
cognitive-affective factors uniquely and positively contributed to psychological well-
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being. Thus, Hypothesis 1 was supported, indicating that bicultural self-efficacy and
cognitive-affective factors positively contribute to psychological well-being. Thus,
bicultural self-efficacy and cognitive-affective factors may be interpreted as strengths or
as factors that promote psychological well-being among immigrant and international
students. These factors could serve as internal resources for immigrant students during
cultural and college transitions. Furthermore, emotional intelligence can be construed as
facilitating emotion regulation and emotional stability (Velasco, Fernández, Páez, &
Campos, 2006), thus, individuals who are able to identify, clarify, and repair their
emotions are more likely to experience psychological well-being (Costa, Ripoll, Sánchez,
& Carvalho, 2013). In addition, emotional intelligence could allow immigrants to
effectively manage and understand their emotional states in times of cultural navigation
and transition. The positive association between ambiguity tolerance and psychological
well-being suggests that as individuals increase their comfort with the unknown or are
able to manage their anxiety in the times of uncertainty they are likely to experience
better mental health. Possessing skills associated with emotional intelligence and
ambiguity tolerance could facilitate immigrant students’ well-being by helping them cope
with difficult feelings, uncertainty, and transitions.
In terms of Hypothesis 2, bicultural self-efficacy did not moderate the relationship
between cognitive-affective factors (e.g., EI and AT) and psychological well-being. The
analysis of moderation did not reveal significant findings. Although bicultural selfefficacy was a significant contributing factor to psychological well-being, it did not
significantly affect the relationship between cognitive-affective factors and psychological
well-being. The relationship between psychological well-being and cognitive-affective
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factors was not significantly stronger for those immigrant and international students who
had higher bicultural self-efficacy. It’s possible that other factors, such as presence of a
strong social support network, could moderate the relationship between cognitiveaffective factors and psychological well-being.
In terms of interpretation, students with greater presence of cognitive-affective
factors could initially possess lower bicultural self-efficacy but over time, through
interactions with members of the mainstream culture, their bicultural self-efficacy may
increase. Likewise, international and immigrant students who have relocated multiple
times may already possess a higher bicultural self-efficacy, regardless of their actual
bicultural competence and cognitive-affective factors. While bicultural self-efficacy may
be an asset in negotiating cultural demands, it may not be as personally relevant to some
students. Tan and Liu (2014) found that ethnically visible international students tend to
expect greater discrimination from the dominant culture. Thus, they may prefer a heritage
culture orientation if there is a sense that the mainstream culture will be less accepting.
Students with lower cognitive-affective factors and bicultural self-efficacy may rely on
social supports from their heritage culture to mitigate effects of the acculturative stress
(Lee, Koeske, & Sales, 2004). In such cases, bicultural self-efficacy might not
significantly affect the relationship between the extent of cognitive-affective factors and
psychological well-being.
Because age was the only variable that had a moderate effect size in the
preliminary analysis and was controlled for in the main analysis, I decided to also
examine age in an exploratory analysis of moderation. I assessed whether age would
moderate the relationship between bicultural self-efficacy, cognitive-affective factors,
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and psychological well-being. Although I did not have a hypothesis regarding the effect
of age, the analysis revealed that the interaction of age with bicultural self-efficacy and
cognitive-affective factors did not significantly predict psychological well-being. Thus,
although in this study, age may be a significant, unique predictor of psychological wellbeing; it does not appear to serve as significant moderating variable.
Preliminary Analyses
In the preliminary analyses, I examined the linearity, normality, homoscedasticity,
and multicollinearity of the data. Data analyses also involved descriptive statistics,
correlations between all the variables, internal consistency of each variable, and analyses
of group differences. Based on the correlation matrix, all of the variables were
significantly correlated. The reliability of all the variables ranged from acceptable (e.g.,
ambiguity tolerance) to high. Group differences were also examined. Specifically, I
compared differences among men and women, as well as differences among age groups
on scores for independent and dependent variables. In addition, differences between
international and immigrant students and the cognitive-affective factors and
psychological well-being were examined.
In terms of demographic information, results revealed that as immigrant and
international students get older their emotional intelligence and ambiguity tolerance
increases. These findings suggest that over time emotional intelligence increases as an
individual becomes more emotionally mature. This finding is consistent with literature
that found age differences in emotional regulation between younger and older adults,
such that older adults use more direct problem-solving and report less negative affect
(Coats & Blanchard-Fields, 2008). As cognitive-affective complexity increases with age,
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the ability to use one's emotions to inform behavior may also improve over time.
Ambiguity tolerance was also significantly and positively associated with different age
groups. This finding may be interpreted that as people gain more life experiences over
time, they may learn and become more comfortable with unknown and uncertain
situations. Constant exposure to different cultural contexts and interactions may help
immigrant and international students habituate to ambiguous situations, thus, increasing
their tolerance of ambiguity.
The analysis of correlation between all the variables revealed that as predicted
bicultural self-efficacy, cognitive-affective factors (i.e., emotional intelligence, ambiguity
tolerance), and psychological well-being are all positively correlated. These findings
suggest that individuals who perceive themselves as competent in navigating two
different cultural contexts are likely to have greater comfort in ambiguous situations, be
able to identify and clarify their emotional states, and also report greater psychological
well-being. These results are consistent with findings by David, Okazaki, and Saw
(2009), whose findings demonstrated a positive correlation between bicultural selfefficacy and life satisfaction as a measure of psychological well-being.
Two qualitative questions provided findings regarding relevance of cultural
identity to students' studies and their or their family's reasons for immigration. Half of the
immigrants reported their cultural identity had "no relevance" on their studies. These
findings may be explained by the nature of the students' studies. For instance, more than
half of the students within Colleges of Engineering, Science, and Technology identified
“no” cultural identity influence on their studies. In the fields that are less socially
oriented, students may not perceive their cultural identity as critical or as a playing a
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significant role. However, almost half of the students within Colleges of Liberal Arts, a
quarter of students within Education and Health and Human Science, endorsed "high" or
"some" cultural identity influence on their studies. These findings may be due to the
students' raised awareness of their identity in the context of their studies. For instance a
student within the College of Liberal Art may be more primed to consider cultural
identity influence in their studies. The exposure to concepts and critical thinking
regarding cultural identity may be more salient to students within more social oriented
fields of study. In addition, students who are particularly aware of the influence of their
cultural identity may select to study subjects that tap into their cultural identities.
Furthermore, there were differences in the reported emotional intelligence based on the
relevance of the cultural identity. Participants who identified that their cultural identity
“highly” influenced their studies reported higher emotional intelligence than those who
identified “some” influence. Greater awareness and understanding of one’s cultural
identity may relate to the ability to reflect on and clarify one’s emotional states.
In terms of reasons for participant’s immigration, not surprisingly, majority of the
participants indicated "education" as the top reason. Education provides access to
resources and employment, thus, work opportunities and economic reasons were also
among the reasons mentioned for immigration. Some of the less frequently mentioned
immigration reasons were related to political or religious asylum. Civil warfare,
displacement, and ethnic cleansing are some of the causes for immigrant families to seek
refuge, safety, employment, and education opportunities in the receiving nations
(Richmond, 2002).
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Group Differences
The analyses of group difference, using sample t-tests, demonstrated a gender
difference. Based on previous research, gender differences have been found to have
similar patterns across cultures and have been found to generalize based on emphasized
gender roles (Costa, Terracciano, & McCrae, 2001). Gender differences based on
culturally learned preferences appear to be widespread. For instance, across different
cultures women have reported a greater preference for feelings and affection, while men
tended to report higher assertiveness and preference for dominance (Feingold, 1994).
Thus, the following gender group differences may be generalizable across cultures.
In terms of ambiguity tolerance, men tended to report higher scores than women.
However, there have been inconsistent results in the literature, with some studies showing
that men have less ambiguity tolerance than women in the context of language learning
(Fukuchi & Sakamoto, 2005). One possible explanation for this inconsistency may relate
to differences in survey instruments used. For instance, one of the studies used a scale
that was specific to learners of English as a foreign language instead of using a scale of a
general ambiguity tolerance scale (Marzban, Barati, & Moinzadeh, 2012). Furthermore,
the study investigated ambiguity tolerance of Iranian undergraduates, suggesting that
Iranian women may have higher need for closure and are less comfortable with
uncertainty associated with language learning (Marzban, Barati, & Moinzadeh, 2012).
Those who have higher need for closure are likely to conform, use heuristics, and tend to
draw conclusions more quickly in order to cease information processing (Kruglanski &
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Freund, 1983); however, situational factors may play a greater role on one’s need for
closure. Thus, it is not clear what factors may contribute to gender differences in
tolerance of ambiguity.
Furthermore, there were gender differences in reports of emotional intelligence,
such that women reported significantly higher scores than men. These results can be
interpreted by considering that affective skills may be more encouraged in women rather
than in men. Thus, women are socialized to identify and express their emotions more
freely than men. Women are also more encouraged to focus on relational skills, which
require ability to understand emotions of others. This finding is consistent with previous
literature that showed that women across different cultures have a higher preference for
nurturance (Feingold, 1994). Conversely, skills associated with emotional intelligence
may not be as culturally emphasized among men. Considering that emotional intelligence
is correlated with greater psychological well-being and men in the present study reported
lower levels of emotional intelligence, it may be an important area of skill development
for immigrant and international male students.
The results did not reveal any significant group differences between immigrants
and international students on all study variables. This finding suggests that cognitiveaffective factors, bicultural self-efficacy, and extent of psychological well-being are
comparative among immigrant and international students. Thus, although the different
student groups may have different cultural adaptation experiences, the groups did not
significantly differ in their extent of cognitive-affective factors, their perceived ability to
function in two different cultural contexts, and psychological well-being.
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Furthermore, based on the analyses of variance, psychological well-being varied
based on the different age groups. The results revealed that the 18-23 age group reported
significantly lower psychological well-being than 24 year and older age group. Ryff and
Keyes (1995) examined cohort profiles and found no age differences for scales of selfacceptance and positive relations with others; found a decline in purpose in life and
personal growth; and an increase in environmental mastery and autonomy. However, in
their study, Ryff and Keyes (1995) only had a young adult group between 25-29 years
old; thus, younger adults were not examined. Springer, Pudrosvka, and Hauser (2011),
examined whether psychological well-being changes with age using longitudinal data and
their results suggested presence of the maturation effect influencing well-being between
different age groups. However, again, the youngest age group in their study was 32-49
years old.
The results in the present study may reflect the influence of the developmental
stage of emerging adulthood and the importance of examining psychological well-being
among this age group (Arnett, 2000). The developmental time frame of 18-23 years old
describes a stage of life characterized by identity and career development. It is a time of
increasing autonomy and may be particularly stressful for students due to numerous
uncertainties about their sense of self, their ability to succeed in college and establish
social support systems away from home (Kenyon & Koerner, 2009). Additionally, for
immigrant and international students, integration and exploration of one’s cultural
identity may be an additional stressor. Thus, the 18-23 years old group in this study
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reflects many internal and external transitions that college students experience, which
could negatively influence reported psychological well-being (Conley, Kirsch, Dickson,
& Bryant, 2014).
Implications for Practice
The increasing number of immigrants and international students calls for an
investigation of factors that may contribute to the well-being of this population. Due to
potential stressors associated with navigating between cultural contexts, it is necessary to
consider strengths that immigrants may use in adjusting to intercultural navigation. The
results demonstrate that cognitive-affective factors and bicultural self-efficacy uniquely
contribute to psychological well-being of immigrant and international students. Thus,
these factors are important in considering their implications on well-being. Due to
demonstrated association between ambiguity tolerance, emotional intelligence, bicultural
self-efficacy, and psychological well-being, counseling psychologists could focus on
these factors in developing interventions.
In a university counseling center setting, psychologists could promote
psychological well-being by providing psychoeducation around emotional intelligence,
ambiguity tolerance skills, and bicultural self-efficacy. Training regarding emotional
intelligence could have the benefit of helping students better manage and regulate their
emotions; thus, helping with psychological well-being during cultural adaptation. By
offering preventative interventions to decrease anxiety during ambiguous situations,
psychologists would assist students in gaining greater ambiguity tolerance in future
situations and consequently influence psychological well-being. Particularly, within the
context of coping with intercultural interactions and learning, immigrant and international
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students could work on skills to increase their comfort with developing relationships and
contact with members of the mainstream and their heritage cultures. Encouraging
community events that foster intercultural interaction and exposure to culturally diverse
students could help students practice and develop greater emotional intelligence and
ambiguity tolerance skills.
Furthermore, psychoeducational groups and outreach could be used to support
bicultural self-efficacy and potentially bicultural competence among students.
Psychoeducation and outreach programs can reach out to a greater number of diverse
students, provide consultation to organizations, and strengthen the campus community
(Boone et al., 2011). This method of service delivery can help reach students who may
otherwise underutilize mental health services and provide support around cultural
adaptation issues (Mier, Boone, & Shropshire, 2008). Mentoring programs within the
university that involve bicultural students with high bicultural competence could help
other immigrant students by influencing their bicultural self-efficacy through vicarious
learning, opportunities for practice of skills, and social support (Bandura, 1982). Having
conversations and open discourse regarding elements of bicultural self-efficacy could
serve to empower immigrant and international students by providing skills that would
promote effective navigation between heritage and mainstream cultures. By offering
immersion courses, information about different cultural practices and values, students
could be better prepared and knowledgeable about how to navigate the differences
between the cultures. Thus, encouraging bicultural self-efficacy could provide
empowerment to immigrant and international students and lead to better mental health
outcomes.
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In the context of therapy interventions, when immigrant clients present with
struggles related to cultural adaptation or intercultural navigation, clinicians could take
into consideration the immigrants’ comfort with uncertainty, emotional intelligence, and
bicultural self-efficacy. Assessing for cognitive-affective factors could help clinicians add
nuanced information to their conceptualizations and adjust interventions accordingly to
promote well-being. Therefore, when a client presents with low emotional intelligence
and ambiguity tolerance, the therapist-client dyad could work on helping the client
increase these cognitive-affective skills. Clinicians could also help clients become aware
and clarify their emotions, and learn skills to repair negative affective states and modify
physiological arousal (e.g., relaxation skills, self-talk, meditation). By improving these
skills, the immigrant and international students would have a broader range of responses
to the stressors associated with cultural adaptation and navigation between two cultures.
Furthermore, assessment of immigrant bicultural self-efficacy would inform clinicians on
cultural factors that may exert an influence on the clients’ psychological well-being.
Some of the possible ways of increasing bicultural self-efficacy could involve
encouraging experiences that would improve mastery, such as seeking out situations that
involve contact with members of both mainstream and heritage cultures. In turn,
bicultural self-efficacy would
Limitations and Future Directions for Research
There are a number of limitations that need to be considered when examining the
results of the study. These limitations relate to (a) collection of data using online
questionnaires, (b) sample characteristics, (c) correlational design, and (d) use of selfreport data.
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First, collecting data via online questionnaires may influence the results because
only individuals with access to the Internet were recruited as participants. Further,
participants with financial, physical, and cognitive limitations may not have been able to
access and participate in the questionnaire. Second, sample characteristics may limit the
generalizability of the findings because most of the sample consisted of immigrant
students. These findings may not generalize as well to international students or different
type of sojourners. It is also unknown how these findings would apply to students in a
community college or those not attending a university. Third, the correlational design of
the study may be a limitation because causal interpretations cannot be made.
Longitudinal and experimental designs are better suited for examining causal
relationships. Through a longitudinal design researchers could examine change over time
in cognitive-affective factors, bicultural self-efficacy, and psychological well-being of
immigrant students. Fourth, the data was collected through self-report, which may be
influenced by participants' mood at the time of taking the surveys and social desirability.
Lastly, this study focused on biculturalism and did not examine multicultural identities of
the participants who could identify with more than two cultures.
In future studies, it may be important to focus specifically on either the
international or immigrant students. Future studies could focus on a specific group of
immigrants and also consider how individuals who do not attend a university manage and
navigate two cultural environments. Differences in cognitive appraisal of events, such as
viewing an event as either a stressor or an opportunity could play an important role in
cultural experiences of immigrant and international students. Socioeconomic differences
as well as motivation for relocating to the U.S. are also factors that may contribute to the
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psychological well-being among immigrant and international students. Another future
direction may focus on the meditation model examining bicultural self-efficacy as a
mediator between resilience and psychological well-being. Furthermore, because the
construct of psychological well-being draws from theories with Western influences and
values, it may be important to examine how values from other cultures influence the
conception of well-being. For example, in East Asian cultures, both positive and negative
experiences are valued as part of the flow of life; therefore, members of non-Western
cultures may re-interpret challenges and stressors as opportunities (Grossmann,
Karasawa, Kan, & Kitayama, 2014). Strategies for attaining psychological-well being
may also differ based on cultural values. Students from Western cultures may emphasize
being self-sufficient and assertive as markers of well-being; whereas, students from nonWestern cultures may place greater value on social interconnectedness and a sense of
kinship (Smith & Khawaja, 2011).
Considering the impact of globalization, it is likely that many students come in
contact with multiple cultures during their developmental years. This study focused
solely on bicultural self-efficacy and did not examine multicultural competence or
measure a multicultural identity. As the world becomes increasingly connected and
complex, some individuals may associate with more than two cultures, thus, investigating
the influence of multicultural identity may be particularly important. Therefore,
researchers could investigate the impact of multicultural identity on immigrant and
internationals experiences, sense of belonging, and well-being. For instance, a qualitative
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study could focus on young adult immigrants’ perception of their multicultural identity
and personal factors that may be helpful in promoting well-being and navigating multiple
cultural contexts.
Conclusion
This study focused on influence of bicultural self-efficacy, cognitive-affective
factors on psychological well-being of immigrant and international students. The
hypothesis, which predicted that bicultural self-efficacy would moderate the relationship
between cognitive-affective factors and psychological wellbeing, was not supported.
However, the results supported the hypothesis that bicultural self-efficacy and cognitiveaffective factors would have a positive contribution to psychological well-being. These
findings extend the knowledge base of cognitive-factors that are implicated in increasing
immigrants’ well-being. This knowledge could direct future research and inform practical
interventions to increase optimal cultural adaptation and well-being of immigrant and
international student populations.
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Appendix A
Purdue IRB Approval

To:

AYSE CIFTCI
BRNG

From:

JEANNIE DICLEMENTI, Chair
Social Science IRB

Date:

02/07/2014

Committee Action:

Exemption Granted

IRB Action Date:

02/07/2014

IRB Protocol #:

1402014475

Study Title:

The Role of Bicultural Self-Efficacy and Cognitive-Affective
Factors on Psychological Well-Being

The Institutional Review Board (IRB) has reviewed the above-referenced study
application and has determined that it meets the criteria for exemption under 45 CFR
46.101(b)(2).
If you wish to make changes to this study, please refer to our guidance “Minor
Changes Not Requiring Review” located on our website at
http://www.irb.purdue.edu/policies.php. For changes requiring IRB review, please
submit an Amendment to Approved Study form or Personnel Amendment to Study
form, whichever is applicable, located on the forms page of our website
www.irb.purdue.edu/forms.php. Please contact our office if you have any questions.
Below is a list of best practices that we request you use when conducting your research.
The list contains both general items as well as those specific to the different exemption
categories.
General
•
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associated with conduct of the course (e.g., teaching assistants) must not be
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present during announcement of the research opportunity or any recruitment
activity. This may be accomplished by announcing, in advance, that class will
either start later than usual or end earlier than usual so this activity may occur.
It should be emphasized that attendance at the announcement and recruitment
are voluntary and the student’s attendance and enrollment decision will not be
shared with those administering the course.
If students earn extra credit towards their course grade through participation in
a research project conducted by someone other than the course instructor(s),
such as in the example above, the students participation should only be shared
with the course instructor(s) at the end of the semester. Additionally, instructors
who allow extra credit to be earned through participation in research must also
provide an opportunity for students to earn comparable extra credit through a
non-research activity requiring an amount of time and effort comparable to the
research option.
• When conducting human subjects research at a non-Purdue
college/university, investigators are urged to contact that institution’s IRB to
determine requirements for conducting research at that institution.
• When human subjects research will be conducted in schools or places of
business, investigators must obtain written permission from an appropriate
authority within the organization. If the written permission was not submitted
with the study application at the time of IRB review (e.g., the school would
not issue the letter without proof of IRB approval, etc.), the investigator must
submit the written permission to the IRB prior to engaging in the research
activities (e.g., recruitment, study procedures, etc.). This is an institutional
requirement.
Category 1
•

When human subjects research will be conducted in schools or places of business,
investigators must obtain written permission from an appropriate authority within the
organization. If the written permission was not submitted with the study application at the
time of IRB review (e.g., the school would not issue the letter without proof of IRB
approval, etc.), the investigator must submit the written permission to the IRB prior to
engaging in the research activities (e.g., recruitment, study procedures, etc.). This is an
institutional requirement.
Categories 2 and 3
•

Surveys and questionnaires should indicate
° only participants 18 years of age and over are eligible to participate in the research; and
° that participation is voluntary; and
° that any questions may be skipped; and
° include the investigator’s name and contact information.
Investigators should explain to participants the amount of time required to participate.
Additionally, they should explain to participants how confidentiality will be maintained
or if it will not be maintained.
When conducting focus group research, investigators cannot guarantee that all participants
in the focus group will maintain the confidentiality of other group participants. The
investigator should make participants aware of this potential for breach of confidentiality.

•

•

•
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When human subjects research will be conducted in schools or places of business,
investigators must obtain written permission from an appropriate authority within the
organization. If the written permission was not submitted with the study application at the
time of IRB review (e.g., the school would not issue the letter without proof of IRB
approval, etc.), the investigator must submit the written permission to the IRB prior to
engaging in the research activities (e.g., recruitment, study procedures, etc.). This is an
institutional requirement.
Category 6
•

Surveys and data collection instruments should note that participation is voluntary.
Surveys and data collection instruments should note that participants may skip any
questions.
When taste testing foods which are highly allergenic (e.g., peanuts, milk, etc.) investigators
should disclose the possibility of a reaction to potential subjects.
•
•

•
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Appendix B
Initial Recruitment Email

Subject header: Survey Invitation for Immigrant and International Students!
Dear Student,
I am a Counseling Psychology doctoral candidate conducting my dissertation research
with Dr. Ayse Ciftci at Purdue University. I am currently working on a research project
examining the cognitive-affective factors that may contribute to psychological well-being
of immigrant and international students.
In order to be eligible to participate in the study, you must self-identify as immigrant (i.e.,
1st, 1.5, or 2nd generation) or as an international student and be at least 18 years of age or
older. The participation will take approximately 15-20 minutes to complete the survey
questions. I would greatly appreciate your help with my study! Your participation is
completely voluntary and you are free to withdraw at any time. I am offering an incentive
of a $20 Amazon.com gift card, with 1:100 odds (i.e., one gift card will be awarded for
every 100 people who complete the survey). Your responses will not be connected to
your emails, because your email address will be stored in a separate file. All emails will
be destroyed when the gift cards are awarded.
Please feel free to forward this e-mail invitation to your friends who also identify as an
immigrant or an international student and who are eligible to participate in the study.
This study has been approved by the Purdue University’s Human Subjects Board. If you
have any questions concerning this research study, please do not hesitate to contact me at
abrousto@purdue.edu or my dissertation chair at ayse@purdue.edu.
Please go to: survey link for more information or to participate in this study.
Thank you for your time and help!
Sincerely,
Alexandra Broustovetskaia, M.S. Ed.
Counseling Psychology Doctoral Candidate
Purdue University
Department of Educational Studies
100 N. University Street
West Lafayette, IN 47907
(317) 777-1095
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Appendix C
Follow-up Reminder Recruitment Email

Subject header: REMINDER: Survey Invitation for Immigrant and International
Students!
Dear Student,
This is a reminder that you have been asked to participate in a study about the role of
cognitive-affective factors on psychological well-being among immigrant and
international students. Please consider participating in this study if you have not already
done so. If you’ve already completed the questionnaires, thank you! To participate, you
must currently be: (a) 18 years old or older; (b) be 1st, 1.5, or 2nd generation
immigrant or be an international student. You will complete a 15-20 minute survey
about your experiences as a bicultural individual. Your participation is completely
voluntary and you are free to withdraw at any time.
At the end of the questionnaire there will be an opportunity to enter a lottery drawing for
a $20 Amazon.com gift card with 1:100 odds (i.e., one gift card will be awarded for every
100 people who complete the survey). Your responses will not be connected to your
email address, because your email will be stored in a separate file and at the end of the
lottery drawing all email addresses will be destroyed.
Please feel free to forward this e-mail invitation to others who also identify as an
immigrant or an international student and who are eligible to participate in the study.
To participate, the URL address is: _________________
Thank you for your help and participation!
Sincerely,
Alexandra Broustovetskaia, M.S. Ed.
Counseling Psychology Doctoral Candidate
Purdue University
Department of Educational Studies
100 N. University Street
West Lafayette, IN 47907
(317) 777-1095
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Appendix D
Facebook Status

Hello! I am conducting research on bicultural self-efficacy and cognitive-affective factors
of immigrant and international students. If you take this survey, you will have the
opportunity to be entered into a drawing for a $20 Amazon.com gift card. In order to
participate, you must be 18 years of age or older and must be identify as an immigrant or
an international student. Thank you! [link to survey]
(Alexandra Broustovetskaia: abrousto@purdue.edu)
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Appendix E
Participant Information Sheet

Research Project Number __1402014475_____
RESEARCH PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET
The Role of Bicultural Self-Efficacy and Cognitive-Affective Factors
on Psychological Well-Being.
Ayşe Çiftçi, Ph.D.
Alexandra Broustovetskaia, MS.Ed.
Purdue University
Department of Educational Studies
Purpose of Research You have been invited to participate in a research study designed to
investigate the role of bicultural self-efficacy and cognitive-affective factors on psychological
well-being of immigrant and international students. We are interested in examining to what
extent perceived ability to function in two different cultures affects psychological well-being.
By conducting this study, we hope to learn more about internal factors that could promote
psychological well-being of immigrant and international students. Your participation is not
required, but it would be greatly appreciated as it can contribute to development of
interventions that would help increase psychological well-being of immigrant and international
individuals.
Specific Procedures If you would like to participate in this study, please check the “Yes, I am
ready to participate” box below and then click the “Next” button.
Duration of Participation Your participation in this study is expected to require approximately
25 minutes.
Risks The risks of participating are minimal and no greater than those encountered in everyday
activities.
Benefits You understand that there are no direct benefits to you from participating in this
study. However, the findings from this study may increase understanding of cognitiveaffective factors that contribute to psychological well-being of immigrant and international
students. The findings may lead to inform interventions and services that could potentially help
increase psychological well-being. Therefore, these findings may be important for counseling
psychologists and community professionals.
Compensation At the end of the questionnaire there will be a chance to enter a random lottery
drawing for a $20 gift card from Amazon.com by providing your email address.
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Confidentiality Your responses and participation are completely anonymous, and any
information you provide will be confidential. Only Alexandra Broustovetskaia, M.S.Ed., and
Ayşe Çiftçi, Ph.D. will have access to the data. All data obtained during the recruitment
process will be destroyed once data collection is complete. E-mail addresses obtained through
the lottery drawing process will be destroyed after the drawing. All data from the surveys will
be coded and entered into a computerized data file, which will be stored in password-protected
computers accessible only to the study personnel. The project’s research records may be
reviewed by departments at Purdue University responsible for regulatory and research
oversight.
Voluntary Nature of Participation Your participation in the study is voluntary. Although we
would appreciate you answering all questions as openly and honestly as possible, you may
decline to answer any question that makes you feel uncomfortable. If you agree to participate
you may withdraw your participation at any time without penalty.
Contact Information: If you have any questions about this research project, you can contact
Ayşe Çiftçi, Ph.D., the first point of contact, at ayse@purdue.edu. You may also contact
Alexandra Broustovetskaia, M.S.Ed. at abrousto@purdue.edu. If you have concerns about the
treatment of research participants, you can contact the Institutional Review Board at Purdue
University, Ernest C. Young Hall, Room 1032, 155 S. Grant St., West Lafayette, IN 479072114. The phone number for the Board is (765) 494-5942. The email address is
irb@purdue.edu.
** Please note that all consent forms that are longer than one page must provide a space for
initials and dates on all non-final pages.
Documentation of Informed Consent
I have had the opportunity to read this consent form and have the research study explained. I
have had the opportunity to ask questions about the research project and my questions have
been answered. I am prepared to participate in the research project described above. I will
receive a copy of this consent form after I sign it.
Yes, I am ready to participate.
>>NEXT: Link to the survey.
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Appendix F
Demographic Questionnaire

Please answer the questions by checking in the bracket [X] beside the answer that applies
best or write your answer in the space provided whenever necessary.
Age: ____
Sex: Man

Woman

Unspecified

Sexual Orientation:
a. Heterosexual
b. Gay
c. Lesbian
d. Bisexual
e. Transgender
f. Queer
g. Questioning
h. Other_________
Race/Ethnicity: ___________________
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Asian American
Black or African American
Hispanic or Latino/a
Native American or Alaskan Native
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
White or Caucasian
Biracial
International, please specify country: _________
Other, please specify: _________

What is your nationality? _________________
When did you come to the U.S?___________
How long have you been in the U.S.? __________ years and _________ months.
Are you an international student?

Yes

How often do you go back to your home country?
___ Twice or more per year

	
  

No
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___ Once a year
___Every other year
___Once every three years or more
___Never
What is your first language?
___English
___Bilingual (Please describe):____________
___Other (Please describe):____________
Generational Status if applicable:
1. 1st Generation (you were born outside of the U.S. and moved to the U.S when you
were an adult 15 years old or older).
2. 1.5 Generation (you were born outside of the U.S. but arrived to U.S. in early or
middle childhood, i.e., 6-14 years of age).
3. 2 Generation (you were born in the U.S. and one or both parents were born
outside of the U.S, or you moved to the U.S. when you were 6 years old or
younger).
Level of Education:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

High School Diploma
Bachelor’s Degree
Master’s Degree
Professional Degree
Doctorate Degree
Other

What is the highest level of education achieved by your mother?
a. Grade school
b. Some high school
c. High school diploma
d. Vocational school
e. Some college
f. College
g. Graduate/Professional School
h. Not applicable
What is your mother’s occupation?
What is the highest level of education achieved by your father?
i. Grade school
j. Some high school
k. High school diploma
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l.
m.
n.
o.
p.

Vocational school
Some college
College
Graduate/Professional School
Not applicable

What is your father’s occupation?
The MacArthur Scale of Subjective Social Status (Adler, Epel, Castellazzo, & Ickovics,
2000)

Think of the above ladder as representing where people stand in the United States.
At the top of the ladder are the people who are the best off - those who have the most
money, the most education, and the most respected jobs. At the bottom are people who
are the worst off - who have the least money, least education and the least respected jobs
or no job. The higher up you are on this ladder, the closer you are to people at the very
top; the lower you are, the closer you are to people at the very bottom. Where would you
place yourself on this ladder?
Please, select the letter for the corresponding rung in which you think you stand at this
time in your life, relative to other people in the United States.
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Appendix G
Bicultural Self-Efficacy Scale (David, Okazaki, & Saw, 2009)

Please respond to the following questions by rating the extent to which each statement
describes you, using the following scale:
1 = Strongly disagree
3 = Disagree
5 = Neutral
7 = Agree
9 = Strongly agree
Social Groundedness
1. I can count on both mainstream Americans and people from the same heritage culture
as myself.
2. I can develop new relationships with both mainstream Americans as well as people
from the same heritage culture as myself.
3. I feel comfortable attending a gathering of mostly mainstream Americans as well as a
gathering of mostly people from the same heritage culture as myself.
4. I have strong ties with mainstream Americans as well as people from the same heritage
culture as myself.
5. I feel at ease around both mainstream Americans and people from the same heritage
culture as myself.
6. I have an extensive network of mainstream Americans as well as an extensive network
of people from the same heritage culture as myself.
7. I feel like I fit in when I am with mainstream Americans as well as people from the
same heritage culture as myself.
Communication Ability
8. I can communicate my ideas effectively to both mainstream Americans and people
from the same heritage culture as myself.
9. I can communicate my feelings effectively to both mainstream Americans and people
from the same heritage culture as myself.
10. I am proficient in both standard English and the language of my heritage culture (e.g.,
urban street talk, Spanish, etc.).
11. I can switch easily between standard English and the language of my heritage culture.
Positive Attitudes
12. I have generally positive feelings about both my heritage culture and mainstream
American culture.
13. I have a generally positive attitude toward both mainstream Americans and my
cultural group.
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14. I have respect for both mainstream American culture and my heritage culture.
15. I take pride in both the mainstream American culture and my heritage culture.

Knowledge
16. I am knowledgeable about the history of both mainstream America and my cultural
group.
17. I am knowledgeable about the values important to mainstream American as well as to
my cultural group.
18. I am knowledgeable about the gender roles and expectations of both mainstream
Americans and my cultural group.
19. I am knowledgeable about the holidays celebrated both by mainstream Americans
and by my cultural group.
Role Repertoire
20. An individual can alter his or her behavior to fit a particular social context.
21. I can choose the degree and manner by which I affiliate with each culture.
22. I am confident that I can learn new aspects of both the mainstream American culture
and my heritage culture.
Bicultural Beliefs
23. It is acceptable for an individual from my heritage culture to participate in two
different cultures.
24. It is acceptable for a mainstream American individual to participate in two different
cultures.
25. Being bicultural does not mean I have to compromise my sense of cultural identity.
26. It is possible for an individual to have a sense of belonging in two cultures without
compromising his or her sense of cultural identity.
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Appendix H
Trait Meta-Mood Scale: 30-Item Short Form
(Salovey, Mayer, Goldman, Turvey, & Palfai, 1995)

Please read each statement and decide whether or not you agree with it. Circle the answer
that best suits you using the following scale:
1 = Strongly disagree
2 = Somewhat disagree
3 = Neither agree nor disagree
4 = Somewhat agree
5 = Strongly agree
Attention Items
1. People would be better off if they felt less and thought more. (R)
2. I don't think it's worth paying attention to your emotions or moods. (R)
3. I don't usually care much about what I'm feeling. (R)
4. Feelings give direction to life.
5. I believe in acting from the heart.
6. The best way for me to handle my feelings is to experience them to the fullest.
7. One should never be guided by emotions. (R)
8. I never give into my emotions. (R)
9. I pay a lot of attention to how I feel.
10. I don't pay much attention to my feelings. (R)
11. I often think about my feelings.
12. Feelings are a weakness humans have. (R)
13. It is usually a waste of time to think about your emotions. (R)
Clarity Items
1. Sometimes I can't tell what my feelings are. (R)
2. I am rarely confused about how I feel.
3. I can never tell how I feel. (R)
4. My belief and opinions always seem to change depending on how I feel. (R)
5. I am often aware of my feelings on a matter.
6. I am usually confused about how I feel. (R)
7. I feel at ease about my emotions.
8. I can't make sense out of my feelings. (R)
9. I am usually very clear about my feelings.
10. I usually know my feelings about a matter.
11. I almost always know exactly how I am feeling.
Repair Items
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1. I try to think good thoughts now matter how badly I feel.
2. Although I am sometimes sad, I have a mostly optimistic outlook.
3. When I am upset I realize that the "good things in life" are illusions. (R)
4. When I become upset I remind myself of all the pleasures in life.
5. Although I am sometimes happy, I have a mostly pessimistic outlook. (R)
6. No matter how badly I feel, I try to think about.
(R) indicates reverse scored items.
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